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ADMINISTRATIVELY CCNFIDENTIAL 

ATTACHF.'D ARE COPIES OF ALL COM.MENTS RECEIVED 
BY OMB ON THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) PIECES OF 
CORRESPONDENCE: 

MEMO OF JANUARY 11, 1979 FROM 
JAMES T. MciNTYRE, JR. RE ADDITIONAL 
REORGANIZATION OPTION RE DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE/ASSISTANCE TO BUSINESS 

MEMO OF JANUARY 5, 1979 FR0'-1 
JAMES T. MciNTYRE, JR. RE DRAFT 
DECISION HEMORANDUM SENT TO THE 
CABINET FOR COMMENTS 

MEMO OF DECEMBER 27, 1978 FROM 
JAMES T. MciNTYRE, LlR. RE INFORMATION 
ME~-10 ON REORGANIZATION SF.NT TO THF 
CABINET FOR COMMENTS 

COMMENTS ON EACH OF THESE MATERIALS FOLLOW IN 
THE ABOVE ORDER BEHIND A SEPARATE TAB FOR EACH 
DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY. PAGES HAVE BEEN INSERTED 
TO INDICATE THOSE COMf-.1ENTS l-JHICH WERE RECEIVED 
ORALLY, OR TO INDICATE THOSE COM~1FNTS \'lliiCH 
WERE NOT RECEIVED AT ALL ON ANY OF THE THREE 
MATERIALS SENT OUT. 

llpMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

""IAN 1 : 19/S 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SEGRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
THE SECRETARY OF DE'FENSE 
THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION 

AND WELFARE 
THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
THE SECRETARY OF LABOR 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR 

TRADE NEGOTIATIONS 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY 
THE DIRECTOR OF THE COMMUNITY SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS 

ADMIN:ISTRATION 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

COMMISSION 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE EXPORT-IM.PORT BANK 
THE CHA:ERMAN OF THE COUNCIL ON 

ENiVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT CORPORATION 

FROM: Jame,s T. Mcintyre, Jr.r 

SUBJECT: Additional Reorg.ani zation Option 

Would you please review and give me your comments on the 
attached additional reorganization option. In order that 
we can re'flect your position in the final memorandum to 
the President, please forward your comments by CLOSE OF 
BUSINESS, FRIDAY, JANUARY 12. 
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Option 3. Consolidate development assistance to State 
and local governments in a Department of Development 
Assistance and consolidat·e assistance to business in a 
Department of Trade and Business Development. 

This alternative would incorporate those parts of option 
1 aimed at bringing together in one Department those 
Federal assistance prog.rams directed to strengthening the 
public sector's development capacity at the State and 
local levels. 

Under this alternative there would be also a consolidation 
in one Department of those Federal assistance programs that 
assist the private business community in export promotion 
and financing, busines'S development, technology utilization 
and economic analysis. 

This option therefore places Federal development assistance 
for the public sector in one Department and Federal assistance 
for the private sector in another Department. Thus, clear 
lines of authority an'd responsibilities would be created 
that can be understood by the general public, the private 
s.ector, and State and· local governments. 

The Department of Trade and Bus,ines•s. Development would 
unite the S~all Business Administration, National Development 
Bank, other business loan prog.rams and the Industry and Trade 
Administration into a coordinated approach to busine.ss 
development. 

The Export-Imp~rt Bank and Oversea·s Private Investment Corp­
oration (OPIC) provide financial and other assistance to 
American companies operating overseas. These agencies, 
combined with SBA, would bring together several functions 
important to export promotion, including the Commerce and 
SBA field office networks. These tools should permit the 
Department to weld together positive groups of export 
supporting activities that can foster meaningful improve­
ment in the u.s. competitive position abroad and result 
in increased domestic employment and greater exports by 
both small and large businesses. 

A particular focl:ls of the Department of Trade and Busines•s 
Development would be the growth of productivity and tech­
nology. T.he Department would continue to develop policies 
in this area, through examfunation of Federal policies on 
busine·ss taxation investment, patents, government procure­
ment, technology extension, research and development. 

* The Secretary of the Department of Trade and Business 
Development would replace the AID Administrator as Chair 
of the Board of Direc.tors o.f OPIC and w.ill provide 
policy guidance as one of the 3 directors of Eximbank. 
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This alternative would build on the existing Departments 
of Hou-s,ing and Urban Development and C9mmerce. These 
agencies would be reorganized, realigned and their pro­
grams supplemented to bring about strengthened capacities 
to assist the public and private sectors in meeting the 
nation's development challenges. 

0 Organizational Changes 

The Department of Development Assistance would 
absorb the following Federal program r-esponsibilities: 

Current Agency 

HUD 

Commerce 

Agriculture 

Programs 

All programs 

Economic Development Adminis­
tration of public works grants 
and loans, and planning and 
technical assistance (Titles 
I, I~I, IV, and IX); Title V 
Regional Commissions 

FmHA Community Development 
Program (non-farm, non-housing) 

The Department of Trade and Business Development would 
absorb the following Federal prog,ram responsibilities: 

Current Agency 

Commerce 

Small Business 
Administration 

National Development 
Bank 

Farmers Home 
Adminis-tration 

Export-Import Bank 

Programs 

All programs, except for those 
portions of the EDA program 
and the Title V Commissions 
which -- as noted above -­
would go to the new Department 
of Development Ass.istance. 

All programs 

All grants and loans to private 
sector 

Business and ~ndustrial loan 
program 

All activities 

Overseas Private All activities 
Investment Corporation 

CSA Community Development corporations 
Exhibits VIII and IX depict the transfer of resources 
and personnel associated with this option. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
BUDGET AfiD EMPLOYMENT 

BUDGET" AND LOAN AUTHORITY BY SOURCE. 
(MILLIONS) 

*1979 BUDGET AUTHORITY 

PERMANENT POSITIONS BY SOURCE 

EXHIBIT VIII 

HUD 

$32,988(BA) 
O(LA) 

DEPT. OF 
COMMERCE 

$2,500. 

DDA 
$34,094 (BA) 
$ 1,150 (LA) 

(after 
transfers) 

TITLE V 
COMMISSIONS 

DDA 
17,580 

(after 
transfers) 



EXPORT-IMPORT 
B.-\~K 

*1979 BUDGET AUTHORITY 

EXHIBIT IX 

DEPARTMENT OF TRADE AND 
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

BUDGET AND EMPLOYMENT 

BUDGET* AND LOAN AUTHOKITY BY SOURCE 
(MILLIONS) 

$3,425 (LA) 

$3,952 (Insurance, Guarantees) 

OVEilSL\S Plll\XI'I 
I :'<\'ESDIJ:\T COR I'. 

PERMANENT POSITIONS BY SOURCE 

B&I 210 

COlli'. 

I~ 7 

SBA 
$.981 

$4 626 {LA) 

DE PAR T)o!E':>T 
or 

CO'!~!ERCE 

28,884 

TRAilL A\IJ BllSI\J:SS 
liE\'[ LOI')IISI' 

$7044 {BA) 
$9157 {LA) 

S~ , 89<. (Other) 

(aitcr 
transfers) 

llt\llL \\\1 Ill IS I \bS 
lll:n:uli''II'\T 

33,fi5R 

263 

1. 01.5 BA:\K 



Advantages 3 

This, option would permit the consolidation of public 
development programs for planning assistance, economic 
development public sector assistance and community 
development f'acilities and activities in the Department 
of Development Assistance. Economic 
Development Business loans would be consolidated in the 
Department of.Trade and Business Development. 

Including all business development programs in a strengthened 
Department of Trade and Business Development would insure 
a more coordinated and integrated approach toward the 
private sector -- on both a sectoral and place specific 
basis. 

This obviates the argument some advance that business 
assistance could be subordinated to housing and community 
development in a Department built around HUD. 

Placing business development assistance and public 
development assistance in different departments might 
increase business confidence in working with a Federal 
Government agency focused on solving basic business 
economic problems. 

Placing the proposed National Development Bank in a Depart­
ment with an orientation toward the private sector should 
ensure coordinated man'agement of Federal loan funds, 
and more empha,sis on business assistance. 

Placing the SBA in this new department will ensure that 
small business has an effective advocate and a vital role 
in solving our trade and other economic problems. For 
the first time, small busines.s concerns would be articu­
lated in Federal economic policymaking. 

The new Department of Trade and Business Development would 
also bring together major Federal programs designed to 
provide specialized management, technical, and procurement 
assistance to minority businesses. 

Consolidating export financing and business development 
functions would permit the implementation of a coordinated 
policy. Growing recognition of the interdependence of our 
domestic and international economic problems creates a 
rea,l need for a more integrated and better focused economic 
analysis and policy development capability aimed at 
improving the ability of business to adjust to changing 
economic circumstances. This would be a significant 
first step in that direction. 

Equipping a single Cabinet Department with a critical core 
of development tools and programs to assist multi-State, 
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State and local units of governments will upgrade develop­
ment as a focus of Federal policy and improve development 
partnerships with State and local governments. By clari­
fying authorities and responsibilities for Federal 
development assistance, this option would mak.e Federal 
development efforts more \:mderstandable and accountable. 

Locating l:lrban and rural development programs in a s.ing.le 
department will reduce gaps and inequities and permit the 
establishment of coherent balanced Federal development 
policy while preserving the possibility of variations in 
urban and rural development programming. 

By providing State and local governments with one stop 
for development a~sistance and one stop for business loans, 
this option will improve program coordination and will 

- permit significant program consolida·tion. It will also 
improve Federal responsiveness to local strategies. 

This alternative would simplify the Federal planning 
assistance programs and more closely tie them to develop­
ment funding decisions. 

Federal-level consolidation will help reduce fragmentation 
at State and local levels. 

This structural change will permit prog.ram reforms to 
create consolidated development grant programs, s•implified 
planning programs and a streamlined rural·comrnunity 
facilities program comparable to the existing urban program. 

This proposal permits better use of progr~m monies and 
will reduce administrative costs at Federal, State and 
local levels and make better use of scarce Federal and 
local technical staffs. Total Federal savings from all 
sources (administrative, prog.ram consolidation, and 
changes in program policies and administration) will be 
approximately $40 million annually. 

This option will strengthen the analytical foundation for 
subnational development decisions and create the capacity 
to anticipate development problems and opportunities-. 

This option will facilitate the use of housing programs 
as an integral part of the development process in urban areas. 

This option presents a clear and understandable division 
of authorities between programs directed at assisting 
development ac·tivities of the public sector and those 
of the private sector. This public/private allocation of 
authorities and responsibilities presents a rational and 



..... • 'Jo .... 5 

coherent theme for the reorganization. This is a theme 
that can easily be explained to and understood by the 
general public, the Congress, mayors and governors and 
the private sector. 

Dis'advan tage s 

Additional eff.orts would be necess:ary to coordinate plan­
ning activities in a new Department of Development 
Assistance to ensure their consistency with the private 
sector business investment decisions. 

Some argue that the f.ocus on distressed communi ties could 
get subordinated to general business promotion. 

The purposes and uses of-both public and private economic 
development programs are often the same. Some of the 
assistance provided through public entities goes to 
business in the form of revolving loan funds, business 
structures and related facilities. 

Principal responsibility for implementing economic 
development policy would still be split between two 
departments ---- policies and approaches could differ 
significantly. 

Some argue that the objectives of the ED business loan 
programs are more closely relfltted to ED public sector 
programs than to trade and general business programs. 

When public facilities assistance and business assistance 
need to be packaged, as is often the case, it will be 
necessary to go to two separate departments. This can 
hinder public and private partnerships locally. 
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFI;)~TIAL 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANI.J BL•OOET 

WASHINGTON. P•C. al"'.4'! 

/)_~~-:. ·<•: c_~- ~ --

~:-~ 

MEMORANDUM FOR 
~-

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

.- J~~~-u~ry 5, 1.979 

. . ..... 
THE SECRETARY OF AGR!l. ·1L'= ~::·,:(E 
~HE -SECRETARY OF COMMf: ·~~ 
-J'HE SEC-RETARY OF DEFEr·!SE 
THE SECRETARY OF ENER:~Y 
'l'HE SECRETARY OF THE- !\~/ 
THE .SECRETARY OF HEAl.'.~.. ·. ·CJ,....A'!'ION AND WELFARE 
THE SECRE.TARY OF HOUs-· '!G . :-•"! UP.J>AN DEVELOPMENT 
THE SECRETARY OF INTK.:'.I01i 
THE AT'rORNEY GENE·RAL 
-THE SECRETARY OF LABOR 
THE SECRETARY OF STA'l'E 
THE SECRETARY OF 'l'HE ".i.'REJ\Stii{1 
'l'HE SECRETARY OF TRANSPOR'L~.'!'ION 
THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR TRADE NEGOTIATIONS 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
THE ADMIN-ISTRATOR ·OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY 
THE DIRECTOR OF THE COMMUN•ITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATII 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS 

ADMINISTRATION 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 
THE CHAIRMAN QF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
THE PRESIDENT OF TH·E EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIT. 

James· T. Mcin,tyre, Jr.~ 
Attached Reorganization Draft Decision Memorandum 

Attached is a draft .of the reorganization draft decision memorandum. 
Yt includes summa-ries of the comments we received. 

We would appreciate your .comments on the memorandum, particularly 
on whether our summaries of your ear.lier rema·r•ks are accurate. 
Verbal responses are sufficient. Please get in touch with JCatie 
B-eardsley at 395-5682 if you wa·nt to respond verba.lly. 

If we do not get furthe-r written. remarks from you, we will send 
your earlier comments to the President as an attachment to the 
decision memorandum. 

The final memo will be submitted on Tuesday, January 9. Therefore, 
we need your remarks· by noon, MONDAY, JANUARY 8 • 
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF" MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 80!0J 
; .. :'• 

MEMORANDUM FOR '!l'BE PRESIDENT 

.; FROM: Jim Mcintyre 

SUBJECT: Reorganization 1979 

vrbis memorandum presents i:he results of our analysis of the 
major ~terns on the 1979 reorganization a,genda awaiting approval.• 
Four principal projects are .Sescribed: natural resources, 
c3evelopment assistance, f'ood and agriculture, and commerce 
and trade. 

~ese four areas were chosen with the goal of bringing about 
visible achievements in government performance and efficiency: 
more service from the same collars, r.eduction in personnel ana 
administrative cost·&, consolidation and simplification of 
programs, less overlap and c3uplication. Together with civil 
service reform, the Department of Energy, and t.he pending 
Depart.men·t of Education, the initiatives c3escribed below woulc! 
qive us a reorganization record affecting most of the c3omestic 

·Cabinet by 1980: · 

(1) Natural Resources. 'l'he excessive number of Federal 
natural resources agencies CJoing much the same thing 
makes it confusing for citizens to know where to go, "' 
costly for businesses c3elayed by complex permitting 
requirements, and complicated for' the-government to 
CJevelop and implement coherent policy f'or balancing 
conservation and c3evelopment objectives. A-~atural re­
sooroes reorganization would simplify t.his structure ana 
help to solve these problems a,s well as save money 
for the government and the private sector. 

(2) ,Deve1,2P.ment Assistance. The complexity, pa·perwork, 
and delay in de1Tverl.ng development grants, loans, 
and services has long been a complaint of mayors, 
governors, and busine.ssmen. Federal investment iD 

Preparations a-re Unde.rway for education reorganization, 
which you have already approved • 
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:;·_ f{ ~~~;iop~nt programs cannot be focused ~or Ol>:_imal . ~ 
.:::·>_paY-of.!. Private sector partners often cannot af~ora ~ 

•· ·=---ii> ·to wait months for Federal action. By reorganiz1Dg .-, 
· · ·· .and consolidatiDg programs in this area, we can begiD..­

to address t.hese concerns as well as save administrative 
costs £or Federal, State and local governments • 

! -·-

· (3) .. Food and Agriculturf!. Wutrition po~ic:Y is of increasing 
Importance to the quality of the Amer1can cliet and t:o 
agr1cultural commodity and trade poli.cy. lNO agency 
now has lead responsibility for developing and coordin-

. ··a·ti~ policy in this area. We believe t.hat 1:he 
Department of Agriculture should be designated the 
lead agency for nutrition .policy and ·that we work with 
Secretary Bergland on internal changes to strengthen 
USDA's role. 

(·4) 'l'rade and Commerce. We are not yet prepareo to make 
a recommendation regaroing the mission of the Commerce 
Department. However, our analysis has indicated 
important deficiencies in the Federal Government's 
capacities to formulate ana implement ~rade policy 
and to conduct economic analys'is. A major cause of 
these deficiencies is program fragmentati,Q .. ~,. We will 
be able t.o ·present ·carefully analyzed a-no politi:cally 
t.esteo Commerce Department options shortly. 

Xn short, these options are designeo to modernize the struc .. ture 
of 9overnrnent by focusing resources on today's problems, stream­
lining 9overnment processes, and saving money for the public 
and ~rivate secto:v:. lr!Pla-renting than will require a cati>ination of ze­
organl.zation plan and le<,:Jislation. 
-.rhe remainder of this mernoranaum discusses each set of options 
in detail. Parts l - IV offer options in specific subject areas • 

X.. Natural Resources 

A. 'The Problem 

Managing the Nation's natural resources -- land, air, 
water, oceans·, wildlife -- is a substantial Federal responsi­
bility. But organizational fragmentation and overlap make it 
difficult to ao a good job. Exhibits I and II summarize natural 
resources programs and the current j·urisdictional fragmentation 
of resource programs. This program dispe.rsion creates real 
problems. . •.. 
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. jj}·:_ .:··wo one official, short of ou, ·can take an 'overview ,. __ 
~. __ ),·-- of resourc.e wnattersJ set po ic1.es and pr1orit1eSJ.. ~ 

. :"_;:. or make deC'l.Sions with a perspe~tive balanced . ~ 

. ~-:;; ·~· _I>~ tween conservation and development. . I 
.. ·-· . : ~ : 
-- 0 ..... 

0 • •• -. 

It •• :.... -. 

· 1Ro one a~aresses natural resources comprehensively, 
even i:hough-··extensi ve in-teractions in the physical 
~orld exist. Even when policy is 45eveloped, often 
no_ one. bas clear authority ~o carry it out. For 
example, the Secr~tary of Ynterior has been assigne&! 
to implement water policy reforms, but he has DO 
authority for Corps project planning. Relating 
natural resource programs to other areas, such as 
international relations, energy, and environmental 

_ protection, is diffic.ult. 

Numerous confusing field systems make it difficult 
to coo.rdinate policy decisions with State and local 
governments, respond to regional differences, and 
provide efficient service delivery • 

1\esponsibil i ties for each resource area (lane!, 
ocea-ns and water) are badly fragmented. For example, 
water resources policy planning and construction 
responsibilities are as-signed to three operating 
a.gencies and the Water Resources Council. 

'l'oday's problems will .in.tens.ify in the future 
with increasing population, economic growth, and 
increasing demand :for outdoor recreation. 

Unclear assignment of respons'ibilities leads to 
interagency competition, duplication of .skills, anc! 
:raflure to take advantage of economies of scale. 

Ynterior and NOAA have several areas of con.testec! 
jurisdiction and overlap, including hydrology, marine 
biology, mapping and charting, and deep sea mining. 
Despite numerous coordinating committees, the problems 
r,emain. 

Interi.or and the Forest Service manage public land 
for the same multiple purposes. Yet each has its 
own experts, inves·tment levels, field struct·ure,, 
and systems for dealing with the public, including 
tiir.ber, ·cattle and recreation industries. 

The three wa-ter development agencies independently 
pur·sue their own project planning studies ·to support 
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-- .. their own eons traction program levels. ~s causes 
unnecessary expense, poorly conceived project.IB, 

--~d extra ,pressure from bopef.ul beneficiaries. 

_;·,. 

~­:0 . 

~11 the -.aatural resource agencies have re.search an5 
oata programs but t.here is no central clearinghouse, 
~~king it ~iffieult for agencies and the p~lic to 
-u~-~ ~dve-n.tage of each othel"'s -knowledge .• 

~nconsistent re ulations and rocedures 1Nlke it 
iJl.fficult, t1me-consum1ng, costly, and confus g 
~or ~natural resources users. 

1\ecreation services are provided by several agencies. 
Different prioritie-s in· funding levels result in 
some overdesigned and overstaffed facilities while 
others are neglected. · 

Interior and t.he Forest Service, both Bnanaging 
similar public lands, have d·ifferent regulations 
for permits, fees, accounting methods, recreational 
.usage and environmental regulation. 'this situation 
i-s particularly troublesome when t.he two agencies 
have adjacent or intermingled land, and users seek 
permits for 9razing, access road-s or other uses 
t.hat cross jurisdictions. 

Responsibility for management of the Outer Continental 
Shelf is vested in Ynterior. NOAA has most other 
ocean-related responsibilities and expertise, such 
as oceanography, fishery regulation and coastal zone 
planning. This division of closely related programs 
causes duplication, confusion for developers and 
environmental groups, and fails to take full 
advantage of complementary skills. 

B. - Prine! a,l Alternative,: 'De ar't.m~n·t ~f ·Nat~r~i ~~s~~r~~s · -c: 
. . ·····~~ 

J\uilt on a reorg.anized Ynterior, a D~~··;~,l,ia incorporate 
the Forest Service, NOAA, the Soil and Snow Surveys of the Soil 
Conservation Service, the Water Jtesources Council, and t.he 
Water planning func-tions of the Soil Conservation Service and the 
Corps -of Engineers. If t.he Forest Service is no,t inc.luded in t.he 
package, our principal Congressional supporters would withdraw 
t.heir active support. DNR would be responsi.ble for managing the 
Nation's natural resources and ensuring their protect,ion and wise 
use. Once consolidated in a si~gle department, these programs 
would be real~gned into,.ma.j.or program components as (ollowsa 

• 
- , . 

NOAA (Commerce) and-Outer Continental Shelf (Interior)z . . . . 
In the new Department, a major component including NOAA 
and the oceanic progra-ms of Interior would be created, 
_giving these functions higher priority and eliminating 
dupl !cation. 
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:..1!:/'!~. ,·.~orest Service ·(A_grlculturel and Bu·reau· o"f 'La~ , ... -._ 
· · .. · . ...,at.~- · -~anage.ment (7nt.erior) 1 GJ'he experience and profea-

··<t -... ~,: sion:al staff of t.he Forest Service make it t:he 
-E ~ 

. _;;~ ·· .. premier DDultiple nse land 1nanagement agency i11 . · ·p:. 
· ·. J.~ -,, :t.)le Federal Government. Within ~ !Dew Department, ~ 

.. · ·· .... · :. ·~1:.h~ :,_c;>rest Service would provide t.he base Lor this 

.. 

component and, over ~ime, would absorb the Bureau 
cf Land Management • 

• · ·.~olo9ical Survey :(Ynteriorl· and Soil. and Snow ; . 
~u·rveys (A_griculture): Most o£ the resource ag.encies. 
gather information and do research; -Their data and 
resea:rch findings are often in c!ifferent formats and 
~'ifficult for States and other agencies to use. By 

• 

• 

• · locating· these: support programs in a science and 
111inerals component of DNR, t.hey can be made more useful • 

JJational ParJc Se.rvice, Fish and Wildllf'e Servl·ce, 
Heritage Conservation end ~ecreation Service (Interior}: 
Within DNR, t.he National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and Heritage Conservation Service woulc5 be 
grouped together, permitting maximum efficiency ill 
program ~eliver,y •. 

Water ~esources Council,· p_ar·ts c)f the Corps· of 
En ineers (Defense}, arts of the Soil Conservation 
Serv1.ce A,S:rl.culture) and Bureau of Reclamation (Interio 
Water resources problems are being addressed by the 
water policy reforms. Bowever, these policy cH.rectives 
can be more effectively and permanently boplemented 
with accompanying organ.ization improvements • 

l!l'o accomplish t.his, option 1 would transfer to and 
consolidate ill DNR t.he Water Resources Council ana the · 
policy, planning and budgeting functions of t.he t.hree 
water development agencies. Detailed projec·t desig.n and 
construction functions of t.he Bureau of Reclamation and 
Soil Conservation Service would be transferred to and 
consoli,dated in the Corps, which would become the 
government's water project construction arm • . . . . 
This ·step wou1d redef"ine the ·mission of'. the Corps',· 
making it essentially a construction agency capable 
of performing work- for .DNR.-a.nd-otJ-ier -Feder;il- ,igencles:-
'l'he DNR would plan and budget·for · 
ail··water development ac·tivities, and the Corps would--··. 
act as cons·truction age.nt under strong policy and 
review controls. The Corps would have an increasea 
design and construction capability to under-
take a·ssignments for other agencies. Separating 
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project planni.Dg ~rom construction would greatly r~N!,-_-. 
~e incentive to generate plans to support a construe 
program. .1\l th·ot,gh some 1.nefficiencies may result ~ram _"'r: 
sept:u·~ thlr p:t:w•d.ng anc! construction functions, t.here wp)llc 

'· · · ·~- .. '..:- be net:. f!ersoane.l cost savings of $38 Dillion annually. S 
__ --~ · Abou'i: 3, '&\10 ·.pla:llners would transfer ~rom t.he Corps t:.o DNR 

.ana 2bout .,000 Reclamation anc! Soil Conservation construc1 
ion l?ersonnel ~ale! t.ransfer to the Corps. 

~e ·n;tm ~~~la ~.Jr..}reise buaget, planning anc! policy oversigl 
of t'he cr-e-.!:'ation~ a~ maintenance activities for water 
proj-;:~t&~ -'To ~is end, -the Corps would continue t.be C!ay-tc 
«!ay tnaintHnance and operation of its projects (under DNR 
guidancei ,, while the DNR would operate ana 1naintain current 
Xn,terior ·f.:>rojec~.t) ~ '1"1is :arrangement would be subject. t:o 

·· future adjustme!',f as ~R de\lelops experience in this area. 
- "!" 

.. ! . 

We evaluated other options for handling water resources • 
For example, Option 2 would consolidate in DNR all the 
functions of t.he Corps' civil works, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Soil Conservation Small Watersheds, and Water Resources 
council, thereby providing stronger executive c!irec.tion ana' 
greater savings. Bowever, this option would impair the 
COrps • Jllllitary construction and mobilization ca-pacity and 
its ability to take on alternate JDissions. 

A sub-option that could be instituted with either Option 
1 or Option 2 would be t:o tran·sfer the Corps of Engineers' 
navigation and transportat.ion policy functions to the 
Department of 'J'ransportation. 'l'hus, DOT would have compre­
hensive transportation planning. This sub-option, however, 
could further fragment water policy and requires further 
analysis as to how DOT inte~:~ests can bes.t be met. 

A third option is to strengthen the Water Resources Co.uncil 
by providing an independ·ent and full-time chairman and 
making it the lead agency for water policy. 'l'he strengthenE 
Water Resources Council would provide policy l.eadership, 
independent review of projects, coordin·ation with States, 
and advice to OMB on budget proposals. 'l'his option creates 
a minimal organizational change a-nd offers some improved 
rnana.gement of water resource.s programs. In the past, 
however, interagency coordinating groups have not been 
effective. 

Once the ne.w Department is created, a comprehensive organic act 
would help to complete the reorganization a~nd define t.he mission 
of t.he new Department. Exhibit III graphically depicts the 
resource and manpower transfers !or a Department of Natural Jtesou· 
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DEPARTMENT DF tdATURAL fCESOURCtS 
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BUDGET AOTBORITY BY SOURCE 

·-(fllmfcns) 

DEPARTMENT OF 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT OF Ca+\ERCE 

$2,.524 

D£PARlMENT ·OF 
AGRlCULTURE 

82,300 

SCS 3S 
2,097 

CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 

29 1 000 (civil) 

... 6 • 

fV 1979 ESTIMATES 

$4o'565 

fERMANENT POSITIONS BY SOURCE 

scs 31 
211322 

tJSFS 26S 
21 0325 

DEPARTMENT OF 
INiTERIOR 
54,850 

DNR 
90,142 

NOAA 
421 

12,540 

DEPARTMENT OF 
CW.MERCE 
29.600 

SA VI~ 

s 
_ _., . 

..z 

WATER RESOORCES 
COUNCIL 

$60 

• 

SAVINGS 
3,700 

{····· .... ·-···· ;., 

WATER RESOURI 
COONCIL 

lOS 
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,.dvantaiese of·~· . 

. · .. : ::12 ~e functions. c~ri 'tie perform~ at t.he same levels -~~· ··. 
· · •. ~-. · ru1 ~s~.i:&Dated •avings of $151 1111illion and l, 700 positio <>. 
....Ji:- (obta~ned over several year,s). 'l'hese saving·s result ~-.. < 

f'l:"om Jnarging similar functions 1 stre·amlining internal .s;._. 
organization, unifying field systems, and improving 

• 

• 

• 

sexv ice 45elivery, and abolishing or curtailing un­
llecessary programs. 

Services viii b~ 'ae.iivered faster and better. ·'f:· 

Commercial firm~.·~teTested in oil and gas leasing 
on t.he Outer Contillental Shelf or public lan~s will 
benefit from a unified regulatory structure and fas.ter 
decisionrnaking frocess. Recreation users will bave . 
easier access to ln.formation and special interpretive · 
services. Grazing, ~:i.:mbering, t.ourism, and fishery 
interests, permit seekers, and State and local govern­
unents will have a simpler relationship with ~e 
Fed·eral Government, dealing with only one agency, 
rather than two or more. Environmentalists and 
conservationists will bave easier access to Federal 
policymaking as well. raster rulema-king and consistent 
regulations for endangered species will benefi.t both 
conservation and commercial interests. Better coordin­
ated d·ata collection and consolidated mapping and 
charting services will make better data available to 
publ.ic and commercial users at lower cost. 

A uniform c5ata collection system and exchange ·Of 
research results will provide a better basis for 
informed decisionmaking. 

Policy an&5 case decisions will be balanced bet.t:er in an 
lnsti.tution having an overview of all resource areas and 
a broad constituency spann.ing both development anc! 
preservation perspectiveso 

The disadvantages of DNR are covered in the relevant cabinet 
comments • 

. . 
. . • 
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(a) · 'Depar·tment t>f ~gricu1 t\lre and 1\enewable 
· ~esources ..... 

. -- ·-----

• 

'l'his option woul" c~hf:~lidate USDA's land and 
water func,tions, pr.iJIHlTl:?..:! ~;.u! 'Fol:est Service and SoU 
Conservation Service, (~i:th tmblic land management, 
water resources, an~ ocean fisheries froro other Depart­
ments. Consolidating in ~griculture would appear to 
give a greater prcduc-ti'-'~1 \:~l"t~hau5.z -to resource manage- · 
Jnent. For example, developiT'~nt, .mark~ting and use of 
fish as a food source would become .a._primary focus of 
the ocean fisheries program. Merg.ing the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Servi.ce would solve the 
problems associated with having. two separate land 
JDanagemen.t agencies- and build on the Forest Service, 
the stronger of t.he two units. Agriculture has 
experience both in managing public lands and assisting 
private owners with private land management. Xnterior 
bas experience with public land only. On the other hand, 
public lands are managed for many uses other than t.be 
production of food and .fiber emphasized by Ag.riculture. 
Federal responsibility for those other uses, such as 
rec~eation, mineral development and management of 

fish and wildlife, would remain in Interior and 
continue ·the fragmentation in these areas • 

(b) · 'Xmproved Coordination Without Major ~eali9.runent -

'l'hi.s option would retain the existing structure 
and establish a Natural P.esources Council., or individual 
councils for land, water, and oceans to develop policy 
and coordinate actions. This option would avoid dis­
ruption but would create additional layers of govern­
ment, especially in the Executive Office. AccountabilitJ 
would be confu-sed, and previous results with this t~pe 
of approach have been poor • 

(c) ~epartment o'f Natural ~esources and Environment 

This option would join most natural x-esource 
tnanag.emen.t programs, plus environmental regulatory 
programs o-f the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
It is not feasible because EPA's jurisdiction goes 
well beyond resource tnanagement to include regulation 
of ma-ny other areas, such as urban and industrial wa.stes 
EPA is increasingly oriented toward public health • 
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·(c!l · Department cf Oceans anc!! ~t.rnosp~ .-.- · .. 

A Depar.tment of Oceans ftnt.'; .:>.~c,sph~::~ . voulc! be . :: . 
responsible for oceans, and COfiS~~1 ::~nd ut.mospheric if'' 
affairs and would consolidate the bnlk of t.he programs~ 
a;ssociated with t.hose activities (except for ailit.ary 
programs}. 'J.'he Department would include t.he National 
Oceanic. and Atmospheric J.dministration (NOAAl and.the 
Maritime Adlninistration from ·commerce and t.he u.s. Coast 
Guard from 'Transportation. Yhe option would J"ecognize 

. t.he growing importance of the oceans and ocean resources 
·to the Nation. Xt would also i.JLprove coordination aJDOD9 
Federal activities relating to the oceans. However, · 
the Department add·resses only a part of t.he total natural 
resource issue and would leave other fra:giDented resource 
areas unaddressed • 

J.gency Comments 

· Commerce believes DNR should not be cre·a.ted unless it bas 
a clearer policy focus. Xt states that t.he concept fails t.o viev .. 
t.he affected programs as economic and social issues as well a~ _ _. __ 
natural resource issues.particularly NOAA's fisheries programs. 
Commerce further believes that NOAA is working well at COmmerce 
and that DNR will be prXmarily a land and water· use agency and, 
therefore, not a good home for NOAA. 

Finally, Commerce believes that the benefits -- which in its 
view cannot be -obtained without consolidating pol.icy authorities 
including regulatory programs -- will be outweighed by the 
costs in program disruption and controversy. 

Army ad·dresses only the water development options ancS favors 
Option 3, a strengthened Water Resources Council. It believes 
t.hat with strong leadership, coordination could work and that 
it would be a less costly alternative._ Army believes that the 
recommended option would jeopardize politically the implementa­
tion of other water policy reforms: t.hat the loss of planning 
and policy func-tions would cripple the Corps, particularly iD 
giving nd li tary support during times of emergency, and in 
recruiting: and that the change would result in delays and 
increa,sed project costs. Soroe ar9ue that separating water 
resource planni~9 f:roro construction f.u~ctions means tha.t the 
planners may be out of touch with 'the construction personnel, 
-the Corps may have to redevelop a planning capaci.ty to link 
planning and construction and maintain the skill t.o dischar9e 
regulatory responsibilities. 
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-c£0 supports the »NR ana believes the vat.er resources 

. recommendation is particularly important, both in solving current 
probl;tms anc! 1:n providing ~e Corps a Dew 111ission. CEQ believe 

·thatl)NR sboule! have clear eulbority t:.o c!eal with private 1an4 
cse prot..,ction anc! conservation issues: t.hat ·a •Life. Sci~~es --~~ 

___ c~e.I?~e~:/ano should be fox:med to provide scientific opinion on _ ; 
-~ecologl.cal issues; tllat the Corps Davigational transportation A: 

·'functions should be t:ransferrea to DOT; and that Energy Depaxt-
11\ent responsibilities for regulating ·energy minerals leasing . 
activities ehoulc! be a part of DNR. CEQ also suggests that are 
Clisadvantages of DNR be raised: tl) having two or JDOre ag.encies 
CSoing t:he same thing encourages creative competition anc! leads f;o 
better public information, and (2) one agency may not be able 
to balance policies and resolve conflicts regarding use of 
Datural resources. Wegotiation among Cabinet level officials 
aay ,Produce a better result.. 

~ustice supports DNR, but believes tha·t the water resources 
option will not give DNR sufficient control over the Corps, in 
view·of its close relations with t.he Public Works Committees. 
Yt also warns t.hat BLM s·hould not be allowed to down-grad'e the 
Forest Service professionali·sm. 

,.ransportation favors the transfer of the Corps' naviga-tion 
and transportation policy functions to DOT. 

~ric.ul ture believes that tlle Forest Service and BL.."! &boule! 
be comb1.ned and that a new ag~ency should be built around t.he 

· Forest Service. Some argue that separating the Forest Service 
from Agriculture would break l.inks between t.he agencies and force 
some farmers to deal with an extra department. Agriculture 
supports t.he portion of the recommended water reso.urces option 
t.hat would merge water policy and planning functions, but opposes 
the portion that would Jnerge construction functions in the Corps • 

~nergy supports natural resources consolidation, lbut believe 
that tnanagement of non-renewable resources on public lands should 
be given more attention., t.hat OUter Con·tinental Shelf lea,sing 
and regulatory functions should be streamlined, and t:hat Energy 
and other agencies ehoulc! con-tinue to be involved in water 
resource oecf.s.i.ons. 

.. 

------··~·· 
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. • ~terior strongly supports the !>NR concept and most of & 
the r&.commena·~tio2ns. Bo'Weinver, hteri.o

1
r
1 
b1el~~~~ t.habd t va~ ~ 

resources Opt1.on · - mov g. t:o DNR a p &.rm.LU9, u getu.g, '8;'r 
construction, operation an~ ma_intenance functi·ons of the Corps S• 
and Soil Conservation Servl.ce -- should be reco.mroe.nded. Si. 
~n-terior ·believes this option would be most efficient and vou14 
not affec.t adversely the Corps 0 111ilitary functions like CEQ. 
Xnterior believes that the Energy llllineral lea.sillg regulatory 
£unctions should become a part' of DNR. 

Declsions 
. . . . . 

· U) Should a :Department of Na tut-al J\es.ources 
be created inclu~i..ng ·a.ll of. Interio~., t.he· 
Torest Seryice:,· NOM, .e.nd the Soi-l and Snow 
Surveys of the· SoU Conse::vation Se.i-vice? 

------·yes, include all reco.mroended programs 

· · · · · = ~- : : · : ves but do not include Forest Service ------·<# , 
_. _. _· ·_·_·_·_· _._._yes, bu·t do not include NOAA 

. . . . ... 
---· -· -· -· -·- DO 

(2) If you have ·chosen t.o create DNR, how should 
· water resources be handled? 

ppt~on 1: Save DN·R plan, budget, and develop 
pol1.cy for water c3evelopment including the water 
resources council functions: make the Corps the 
construc~ion agent including relevant portions 
of the Soil Conserv:ation Service and Bureau of 
R~_clamation, 

£.--l-7 
OR 

Option 2: Consolidate in DNR all Corps civil works, 
Soil Conservation Service, small watershed., and the 
Water Resources Council 

I I 

OR 

Qption 3: Strengthen the Water Resources Council 
and make no program transfe-rs 
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d' -· ... 
0 ·zero :, ices' 

e.rhe Problem ... 
~--·. . 

.·· \ 
1his count:o' will continue to experience suJ;>nationa.l J · 
a·evelopment problems and needs t.bat ).eopardl.ze the 
~ulfillment of national social and economic oals • 
~hese prob ems ta e the form of 1) large pocke·t& 
of chronically unemployed people left behind Jby 
chang.ing economic circumstances in urban and rural 
areasr (2,) inadequate public and private facilities 
in rural areas and small towns, and C!eterioratiDg 
infrastructure in citiesr (3) problems caused by 
base closings, regulatory actions, rapid growth, the 
decline of particular economic sectors, changes in 
transportation or production technology, trade 
problems, and t.he like • 

General economic policies are t.oo broad t.o address 
subnational problems without causing C!ifficulties. 
Nor do outright cash transfers provi.de a long-term 
solu·tion, since t.hey g.enerally fail to affect the 
underlying causes of distress and thus increase local 
depend~nce on t.he Federal Government. 

What is needed instead, as reflected· in your urban 
JDess'age and elsewhere, is an integrated development 
approach aimed at streng:thening t.he long-term social 
and economic base and encouraging private job creation 
in local areas • 

'l'o be effective, such an approach requires: 

'.l'he harnessing of a critical mass of the 
limited resources available' 

o 'l'he in.teg:rated use of a varf.ety of development 
tools, especially business assistance, public 
facilities, planning, and bousing·r 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Streamlined program ~elivery and ~he capacity 
for timely ClecisionsJ 

'l'he effective involvement of different levels 
of gover.runent and the private sectorJ 

A policy and program mechanism broad enough 
to take account of the increasing interdepen­
~ence of urban and rural areasr and 

A solid analytical capacity to identify problems 
and formulate adequate responses. 
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~~rtunately, however, the organization of Federal 
~~ment assistance Rr~rams aiverges from what la 

. ~eeded in almost evecy resPEtct: .. .. . 

~ ~::. ~rogram$ and resources are severely fra.gmented. 

<\." .· 

,. 

0 

0 

. . . . . ... ~ 

Economic development assistance is splintered among 
ten programs in five different agencies (Economic 
Development Administration (EDA); Department of 
Bousing and Urban Development (·BUD); Farmers Rome 
Administra.tion (FmHA); Small Business Adminis.tration 
(SBA); and· Community Services Administration (CSA)). 

-.rhe proposed lNa tional Development Bank would create 
a sixth. 

Genez:al community facilities a'ssistance i·s scattered 
amou~g four agencies (:HUD, FmHA, EDA and EPA) and 
t.he Title V Regional Commissions • 

Wine programs in three agencies (BUD, EDA and FmHA) 
and the ~itle V Regional Commissions provide funds 
for development planning. 

'l'he long-term economic development programs have 
no effective links with employment and training 
programs that are preparing people. for jobs. 

Programprocedures conflict. 

Each 'of these many programs bas its own funding 
cycle, its own planning requirements, its own 
e"ligibility st·andards, and its own application 
process, making coordin.ated use of Federal tools 
difficult. 

Deliveg systems diverge widely. 

For example, EDA relies on six regional offices 
and a network of •development districts.• 

HUD bas 10 regional offices, 40 area offices, 
37 insuring offices and eight valuation stations. 

The Title V Regional Commissions' rely on the States 
for development planning and programming, while HUD 
and EDA largely bypass the States .• 

The FmHA has 42 State offices and 2,445 county offices. 
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.... e» ~utbority tJoes Dot satch responsibility. 

~e current structure has Do consistent organizing .. 
JPrinciple. Agency responsibilities are split along Jli::. 
both geographical and functional lines· so that ....!ii!· 
Cabinet secretaries frequently lack program authorit.Yjf 
~o carry out t.heir responsibilities, and no Cabinet 
official has t:he authority or responsibility to 
devise and carry out overall subnational development 
policies. 

Tor exa.rnPle ,· although USDA has the rural development 
lead, 75 percent of rural development 9rant funds 
are in BUD and Commerce. Commerce, which has major 
economic development responsibilities, spends most 
of its EDA funds on public facilities, while BUD, 
which ha·s major community facilities respons~bilities, 
spend-s more on economic development projects through 
its UDAG and CDBG programs (10 percent of which goes 
for economic development) than all of EDA. 

'l'his fragmentation ca-uses major administrative an&! 
programmatic problems, includ1.n9: 

0 Confusion and excessive administrative burden ana 
cost at the State and local level. Each program 
has its own separate regulat1ons, requirements, 
and management procedures. 'I'his causes tremendous 
confusion at the local level. Small cities, ·and 
rural areas,in particular, complain that only cities 
with extensive 9rantsmanship operations can sort 
out the maze and get adequate developmen-t funding. 

c Limited ability to involve the private sector. 'l'he 
number of agencies and procedures to be followec! 
for packaging complex projects results in long lead 
t.imes before projec.ts can get underway. Private 
investors often cannot afford to wait. One ag.ency's 
refusal can jeopardize the project, making. businesses 
reluctant to get •tied up• in 90vernment red tape. 

o :rnefficien~ use of Federa; J?ersonr;tel and resources. 
Opportunit1es to save adm1n1strat1ve cos.ts and use 
more effectively scarce tecbn.ical talents now spread 
among the agencies are being lost. In fact, there 
is a trend toward f.urther entrenchment of the waste 
and ove.rlap. Three agencies are expanding staff.s 

-· · to conduc.t similar economic development functions 
(FmHA, HUD, and EDA) 1 and a fou·rth is about to be 
created (The National Development Banlc). EDA. is 
hiring urban specialists from HUD. Meanwhile, HUD 
EDA, and FmHA are reviewing plans and applications 
from the same communities, often for the same project 
and while coordination to minimize this overlap 
is being undertaken, it is very costly and w~steful. 
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t:Jnnecessa;x rigidity in the system: l.a.ck of .. . IIIII. 
~lexibility to respond to local needs and 1ll 
~ortunities; inability to J>ti>Ol and ·focus · L. 
~imited funds effectively to ~mplement national Jr. 
~licy. Each categorical program has a slightly ·. · 
Cllfferent viewpoint and eet of requirements that 
uoust be met. Each community 1111ust attempt to tailor 
its strategy t:o react to the changing mix of often 

~.~: narrow and not always consistent agency viewpoints 
and corresponding funding levels. Each program bas 

.. ·· slightly different targeting criteria determining 
· · which communities or parts of communities can receive 

funds. 

Laclt of policy focus ana ~irection.· Fragmented 
programs and ag.ency re.sponsib1lities make it difficult 
to devise and implement coherent .national policies. 
No one ag.ency can formulate development strategies 
that balance the needs of communities of different 
si.zes or set priorities among different types of tools. 

.. 

Difficulties in comparing and evaluating the 
effectiveness ·Of c:Hfferent approac•hes because Of 
wide var1at1ons 1n data collection and interpretation · 
among programs and agencies. No agency can evaluate 
the total impact of development assistance programs. 

Gaps and· ove-rlaps in. 9eogra.phic coverage resulting 
from the widely oifferen.t definitions of urban and. 
rural used in different prog;rams and the presence 
of three different agencies (HUD, EDA and FmHA) 
providing virtually ident.ical kind·s of assistance to 
smaller communities. With lines of demarcation so 
blurred (because of the haziness of the underlying 
demographic distinctions) and the responsibilit.ies 
so confused, some types of communities find themselves 
s~nt. (rom agency t.C? agency_to g~t the _!id they neld• _ 

Exhibi.ts XV, V, and VI describe t.he programs and depict 
the organizat.ional fra.gmentation. 

Prlncioal ~lternativesa 

Op_t_ion 1. ~ Depart'!'ent ~f Deve~.c?P._ment As~Jstance 
TQPAl ~nd_P-r<~.~p:·a'!!_conSolldatlons t_!'lat would streamline 
Federal develop_ment ass1stance. The organizational 
and programmatic changes are hlghly interrelated since 
the major program reforms are not possible without 
prog1ram transfers. 
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Organi zat~onc;.:i ehanges: ~e central concept · 
underlying. DDA is the neec! to bring into a 
single or~&ni:t~tion a core of development 
tools &ill"l~d ;~· ~~ i-mproving the long--term economic 
health a~:,i: ~i\:r.Sity of local areas. ~e 
concept. ~;uil~.:: .('~':1 two premises: first, that 
an effec'i::hre ~~velopment approach requires 
the coori!ina·~~a use of a variety of tools · · 
since busine&~ location decisions are affected 
by fa·%: sr~: ;:e ?:i"'-~~-': the a·.;ailability of only_:: 
business assistance; and ~eco1 . .:I, that the 
interdependence among urban anc! rural areas 
requires an organization that addresses the 
needs of all types and sizes of places within 
a unified frame""ork while still allowing for 
program variations g,eared to local needs ant! 
capabilities. 

4fo a·chieve t.his, t:he DDA would absorb the 
following Federal program r.esponsibili ties: 

~rrent Agencx 

Agriculture 

Commerce 

CSA 

HUD 

SBA 

National Development 
Bank (proposed) 

Programs 

Community anc! economic 
development programs (non­
farm and non-housing) of 
the Farmers Home 
Administration 

Economic Development 
Administration.Title V 
Regional Commissions 

Community Economic 
Development Program 

All programs 

501 and 502 programs 
(loans to State and. local 
development companies) 

All 
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' ~'Vhese ·'changes would group the a1ajo:i:" 'Federal ·economic 
~- .... 1l~;ve1C?pment, conununi ty 4!eveXortllent ;t'tnC! development . 
. · ..... ~ t~"'Jru.ng programs, as well :.."a :-ll,.~ll' s:f t.he housiDg 

" ~rograms, in one place. -. . ~-­

... ·~· . "'\ 

• 

··So constituted, the DDA voulc! become the central f'ocus 
~f Federal e.fforts t.o encourage t.he long t.erm viability 

· of_States, regions, and. local areas of all sizes. Xt 
.. -vo~ld become the principal Cabinet advocate of balanced 

.. _ ~u:h."ationa.l development.. 

. ·Wi .. ~~tin the t>epartment, economic development would be 
organizationally distinct from housing and community 

_ dP.velopment, thus preserving its emphasis on job creation. 
· · 'l'he 'Department would establish organizational representa­

tion for urban and rural responsibilities and provide 
for the special delivery system needs of small towns and 
rural areas. 

Exhibit VII depicts the transfer of resources and' 
personnel in this option. Exhibit VIII depicts the 
simplified delivery of Federal development assistance 
under this option. 

~:rammatic Changes. 'l'he Department ·of 
Deve.lopment Assistance would make possible program 
changes to help solve the problems caused by t.he current 
fragmenta·ti·on. Many of t.hese program changes would 
require separate legislation and coulC! be pursued 
simultaneously with the creation of the DDA or be phased 
in over a period of timeo 

Consolidated Economic Development Assistance Program: 

Combine 11 individual economic development grant and 
loan programs into: 

(1) a consolidated economic development grant program 
(EDA Title I, YV, IX, Sees. 3·01 and 304: H:UD UDAGJ 
FmHA Industrial Development g.rants: National 
Developmen.t Bank grants) J . 

(2) 

. -. 

a consolidated economic development loan program 
building on the proposed National Development Bank. 
(National Developmen.t Bank credit programs: E·DA 
Title II Business loans; FmHA Business and' Industry 
loan guarantee prog.ram; SBA 501 and 502 loans to 
State and local development corporations). · ·· 

Both of these would be discretionary programs and 
would be administered by an expanded Economic Development 
Administration within the Department of Development 
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··Assistance. Separate urban ana rural pots would ·t·: 
be providec5. ~he consolic5at.ec! program coulc! Jbe ·. _ ·_ 
.introduced as the Administration •s Et!\ !l!'eau;thoriza- ·;· 
~ion bill, vhicb comes up this year. '. . r ... 

-"J'lanning ~sslst:ance ana ?lannlng 'Re9uirements 

Replace the seven existing developnent planning 
assistance programs with a single program that woulc5· 
fund an integrated development priority-setting process. 

·Exis.ting planning requirements of t.he programs within 
the DDA, as well as of some programs left outside it 
(e.g., tr.ansport.ation, EPA water and sewer, and employ­

Jnent and training) would then be changed to respond 
to these priorities and to reduce overlapping planni.Dg 
requirements. 

~ural t>evelol"!ent 

Create a unified, flexible and more efficient rural 
community facil.i.ties program by merging four existing. 
programs into two: 

• 

• 

One for rural coJMlunity development loans (FmHA 
water and waste "isposal and community facilities 
loans) r and 

one for rural commun·i ty development g.rants (FmHA 
water and waste disposal gran·ts, and Community 
Development Small Cities Grants) • 

~e two programs would be adJninistered by a rural 
community development unit that would form part of 
the core of the DDA • 

1fousing S·implification: 

Work with HUD, t.he Vetera-ns Admini,stration, and FmHA 
to streamline application forms, appraisal proc~ures, 
and related requirements in the housing programs 
administered by these three ~gencies. · · 

~bor{Econornic Development Links: 

Create a system of links between the Federal employment 
and tra:ining pr9grarns and Federal oeve.loprnen.t assis.t­
ance programs. 



; ~: -
~· !' ~ 

-
·: -~--~· i 
t ~~-· • 
:~~~ 

. ~; .. _ 

' -. •· 

~ -~. i 
. ':. ~ ~ ... . ~ 

--'-1! :l· 

-
: ;. . -.. ·---·---

. . -~ ;;, . 
. . .. ., 
·t. .... ···-

.·.: ,_ . 
. . . 

. . . ~: .. 
·.f •••• 
J ~ • 

.. . . . 

;;; z:T:# e 

: ~-. ;a,... -.... 
- -. 

.. .. . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-· 
• 

• 

--·-- . ~ ... 
-------;~· .. · 

-.;;=;;a, liiNW -····-·· --- - ···- 0 • ., 1 .. 

es and l>isadvanta es 

Equipping a single Cabine.t· 1Depart.ment vi t.h a 
critical core of development t.ools and pr~rams 
vill help upgrade economic deyelQpn)ent is· a focus . 
cf Federal policy and $Jnprove develo~ment pa.rtnerships 
vith State and local governments- · 

Locating urban and rural development progra.D)s b • . 
single depart:Jnent will reduce gaps and inequities and 
permit t.he· establishment of coherent and balanced 
Federal development policy while preserv!D~ the 
possibility of variations in urban -nd rura-l develo~ 
ment programmtng. 

By providing •one-s-top shopping• for a basic core 
of Federal developroent assistance, this option wlll 
improve program, coordination and :permit signi~icant 
program consolida-tion. Xt will also imp~ove 1ederal 
re$ponsiveness to local strategies. · 

-This alternative would simplify t:be Federal planninsr 
assistance prog.rams and more closely tie t.b~ t:o 
development funding decisions. 

By clarifying authorities and responsibilities for 
Federal development assistance, thi-s Qption would ~ake 
Federal development efforts more understandable a.nd 
accountable. 

Federal-level consolid·ation- will he"lp reduce fragmenta­
tion at State and l.ocal leyels~ 

-rh·e .. struc.tural ohange will permit program reforms t:o 
create conso.lida.ted development loan and 9ra.nt programs, 
simplified plann-ing programs and a streamlined .. :.:. : 
rural conununity fac:ilities program compara,ble to the 
existing urban program. · · 

While permitting better use 'Of program monies, t:his 
.proposal will reduce administrative costs at Federal,, 
State and local levels and make better use of scarce 
Tederal and local technical staf'fs. Federa.l sa.vings 
annua.lly will be approximately $43 million~ State and 
local savings can total approximately 30 percent o~ the 
current administrative costs of these programa • 
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_,IJ'his o_ ption will strengthen the analytical fountlati,­
for subnational c!eveloprnent c1ecisions and create th -_ --
capacity to anticipate development problems and -__ 
opportunities .in advance. _ . < 

Yor t.he first ~ime an integratea approach will be 
possible by the Federal Government for ·~djustment 
problems• ranging from base closings to trade adjust­
Dent to disaster recover.y. 

1!l'his option will f'acili tate the use of housing­
programs as an integral part of development programs .• 

. 
Disadvantages of the proJ?Osal are included in t.he a~ency comments~~~ . ~---

Option 2: Consolidate Economic Development Programs tn 
Commerce Leaving Community Development in HUD and 'VSDA. 

'!'his alternative would111ake a sharp division between 
economic development programs and community c3evelopment 
and housing programs. It i.s ba·sed on t.he presumption 
t.hat economic development and community development are 
really different and that economic development 111ust be 
closely as•soc.iated with t.he trade, information, and 
sectoral analysis functions in the Commerce Department. 
It would group t.he major economic development programs 
together in EDA in Commerce, and leave the community 
development and housing programs in HUO and FmHA • 

• Organizational Changes 

'l'he expanded Departmen_t of Commerce and Economic 
Developmen,t would absorb t.he following Federal 
program responsibilit-ies: 

Current Agency 

Commerce 

HOD 

Agriculture 

SBA 

Programs 

All programs 

UDAG 

FmHA Business and Industry Loa 
FmHA Industrial Development gr 

501 and 502 prO<Jrams (loans to 
State and local development 
companies) 
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_organiza.tionally aeparatec5 from the other business _ f~ithili the Depart.JDent, economic development voulc! remain~--.. 

.,/assistance! t:rade; and in!ormatio~ fu_nctions to_ pres-:rve ~--· 
aits empbaSl.S on job creat10n .in ~l.Stressed areas.. W1 thin . 

the Economic Developmen·t Administration there would be an« 
enlarged Development Bank to provide credit assistance _ 
t.o businesses, and a division to provide economic 

· · ... ~. cevelopment and public facilities 9rants t:o States, 
·communities and other current recipients • 

• 

• 

-..- ·-··· 

Exhibit XX depicts the uansfer of resources and 
per-sonnel in this option. 

Programmatic Changes 

Like Option 1, t.his option would make possible the 
consolidation of Federal economic development programs, 
housing simplification and labor/economic development 
links, but not ru·ral community facilit·ies consolidation . 
or planning assistance consolidation. 

A limited form of this option would consolidate all 
t.hese programs except UDAG in Commerce. UDAG wi.ll lbe 
due for reauthorization in 1.980 and a decision on its 
ultimate placement would be deferred until then. !'his 
sub-option would not allow full consolidation of 
economic development grant programs and would not 
achieve the benefits of full consolidation of economic 
development programs. Bowever, it would avoid some 
of the ~isruption and -cost associated with attempting 
to move UDAG. 

1\dvantages' ' • 

• 

• 
'l'his option would concentrate economic development 
program r-esources at the Federal level, much as Option 
1 would. Option 1 would thus permit better evaluation 
of Federal economic deve.lopment programs, str.earnline 
economic development assistance, and provide a home 
for the National Development Bank. (It would not, 
however, inc.lude the substantial economic development 
fuAds spent under the HUD CDBG program.) 

The Federal Government could save $7 million by con­
solidating scarce technical expertise, and standard­
izing and simplifying economic aevelopment program 
requirements (versus $4.3 million in Option ll. 

-
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•- S'his. op. tion would allo. v t.he Administration· t.o buill·­
on "the pending EDA reauthorization and use it as a .: 
v~id~-,1~ for consolidating economic development · -;··· 
programs, as does Option 1. . .. - " . . 

Some contend t.hat by separating economic from · 
communi t.y development, this option may help t.o ensure 
t.he business focus of economic development programs, 
alt.hoL'gh most of EDA'a funds now go for community 
facilities. 

"l'his option also builds on ·EDA's reputation for 
·responsive-ness t.o Congress,. 

Expanding e.conomic development functions in Commerce 
increases their potential for targeting economic 
development funds t.o trade and productivity problems. 

-- ... ---··- .. - -
Other·"lternatives Considered 

(a) 

(b) 

Seek procedural ehange cnlya Some of the problems 
with Federal development programs could be relieved 
through better coordinati-on and detailed procedural 
changes. In fact, the Interagency Coordinating Council 
has already made a start in thi.s direction,. Even if 
the reforms proposed a·bove were adopted, this mechanism 
would still be needed to coordinate the numerous 
agencies and prog.rams untouched by reorganization. 

'l'o rely: on procedural coordin·ation alone, however. 
seems unpromising. A long history of previous 
efforts to relieve program and organizat.ional frag­
tnentation through procedural change and coordination 
demoll'S.trates few las·ting successes. 

Create separate nepar.trnent.s of Urban and ~ural 
~eveloj>ment: 'l'hls option would place all community 
and econ0rn1c developm.ent prog.rams for rural areas in . 
Agriculture and all conununity and economic development 
programs for urban areas in IWD. It would appeal to 
rural g.roups a.nd achieve some sirnpl ification. However, 
this option would be the roost disruptive because it . 
"'ould require that EDA and CDBG each be split in two • 
It would raise programmatic problems '"because urba.n and 
rural area's are interdependent a.nd because many communi­
ties, as their demogra.phics change, would have t.o shift 
from one agency to another for funding. 

. ,. . ... . 
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::(c):C~eate a broader Department of 'Develo ment Assistanc 

.i number of other programs Youl 1t we ~ut 1n e 
. . DDA concept and may be candidates fer eventual incl.u 

Jt~- '"' ·Because they are .politically unfeasible or because t. 
.. · •, links to t.he agencies in vhicb t.hey mow reside are t 

substantial to ~isturb, ve have not included t.bem i.n 

.... 

Option 1. . . . ... 
•• , "·all:. ••• 

. ~- .z ~' -:::.•~ • Employment and IJ'raining Administration (Labor) 

-~ '•'1 •• !~~·Highway and 'S'ransit Programs ('I'ra·nsport.aticm) ... Wastewater 1!'reatment Construction Grant Program (EJ 
• o • I 1 ,~~ • 1'"- ·. • 

• Veterans· 7tdministration 'Housing Programs 

Agency Comments 

Commerce opposes DDA and re.commends that economic oevelopment 
functions be consolidated in Commerce and that trade functions 
in Commerce be strengthened. Commerce believes that economic 
and community oevelopment and fundamentally C!if!erent--that 
economic development is aimed at stimulating private invest­
ment, and community development is aimed at promoting the 
social welfare of communities and their residents. Commerce 
strongly feels that the inclusion of the economic deve,lopment 
function with hou•sing and community development would make 
t.he economic development function impotent--that t!hese funds 
would quickly be contaminated by conununity oevelopment activitie 
-J'his is based on the expressed fear that BUD's constituen,ts and 
•social welfare. ethos• would predominate. Commerce also feels 
i:hat reorgan.fzation alone will not achieve administrative and 
program efficiencies in a new Department and that a new 
Department would be an awkward amalgam of activities. Commerce 
feels that sec:toral pr·oblems are increasingly important and 
t.hat sectoral analysis, trade, and economic development must 
be linked or·gan~~ationally._ ' Commerce argues t.hat EDA is wor,ld:z 

well at Commerce. ~hey believe t.hat economic development should 
remain at Commerce and be strengthened by adding the National 
Development Ba·nk program. They further believe that the EDA 
reauthorization is a good vehicle to accomplish t.his end • 

Others argue that community ana economic development will not 
necessarily be bette%' in-tegrated because urban community develop· 
Jnent will still be dispersed by formula while economic developmel 
fund·s are C!iscr:etionary. 
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.... -·--:-.-- . . . . 
···.· B~supports the ~r;;;ation of DD_ A but xeserves judgment on the·-.· 

~ pr . ram consolid:~ ~.!~::1 recommendations until f'urther informa- .,. 
· tio~ is availabl.:·.. '!'P..ey argue ~bat community develo?ment, ,· _ = 

·' eco,®mic developm..~n~~. end housing must be administered in ~he .. ~--' 
same department 'to ·~2 development assistance work and there~ · 
f'ore oppose the Collllnerce-based option because it would epUt 
these f'unctionsv ite~lpients often use community and economic 

C!evelopment funf~~ £or t.he &arne purposes and do not distinguish 
among them in prAc~.ie.;:;::.. %n fact~ BDUch economic development 
.assistance goes f.oi O'.xr.munity facilities. BUD also opposes t:he 
Commerce based """Ption· ·because it would make it more difficult 
to consolidate plannJx.g a3sistance or rural community facilities. 

·-rhey also belieYe ~bat the DDA option will provide a necessary 
cri.tical ma-ss o!. z-e~::!•.,xces and significantly streamline the 
process. 'l'hey also ;~~-·ite that ~iTJDls purported shortcomings 
mentioned in the memorandum a.re exaggerated and out of date 
and that many criticisms of BUD are for actions that result 
from legislative rather than departmental restric.tions. llfOD 
argues that FmHA multi-family ass·istance programs should be 
included in DDA. 

tJSDA believes that community development, economic development, 
and housing should be combined, and the-refore opposes the 
Commerce-based option because it would split these functions. 
Agriculture is particularly concerned that rural assistance 
be delivered through multi-county district offices of the sort 
tilat FmHA is creating and therefore urges that any reorganiza­
tion plan incorporate these offices·. 

SBA s.upports t.he DDA, seeing little d;ifference. between community 
and economic development. It endorses the proposed shift of 
its Section 501 and 502 programs. SBA opposes the Commerce 
based option • 

'l'reasury takes no position on structural change, except to 
suggest that the National Development Bank need not be 
separate if reorganization takes place. 

CSA supports t.he DDA concept but believes that its programs 
should not be included. 

·-: . -..- .• ~ 

.......... ~ ...... ~ .. 
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. .,.._ . 

assistance., including 

·t· 
,~ 

---- yes, construct a Department of Development Assistance 
a-nd purs_ue the associa:ted program reforms. 

. . _._..,_. · .. ·.· .. : i ! • A 

yes, construct a Department of Corranerce and Economic 
----Devel~pment and pursue the possible program reforms • 

.. 
• <" 
:----,~~­

·J -' . 

' l· 
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.. . 

yes, ·construct a Department of Commerce and Economic 
----~Development but do not include UDAG; pursue possible 

program reforms • 

___ ___.no. 

XII. Food and Agriculture 

Our food.system· is big, complex, and constantly changing. 
-.rbese change~ reflect trends in consume-r habit·s, advancing tech­
nology, grow1.ng knowledge of the relationships between diet and 
health., and changing world economic conditions. By historical 
standards, the food system has performed well. But new problems 
and new stand·ards for evaluating the system are emerging. We now 
expect the food system to help meet national health goals, aid in 

world diplomacy, con-tribute to wise resource use, ilnd help 
meet other domes-tic and int.e:rn~tion~l needs. · 

'l'he con-flicts in the food system a-re many·; farm prices 
versus retail prices, processing costs versus food sa,fety, 
product promotion versus nutrition information, a_nd food aid 
and foreign trade versus dome;stic supplies and CQ~t·s. Ea.ch of 
these conflicts must be dealt with in forgi~g a. ~ood policy. 

Nutrition research, education, a.nd surveillance are ·scattered 
throughout USDA and HEW and other Federal orga.niza.t.ipns. There 
is currently no place within the Fede::ra.l Government where these 
impo:r.tant nutrition activities are integrated to develop mo~e 
consistent and effective Federal programs. As a result, ~e · 
have a weak policy (some would say no policy at all) and even 
minor program controversies sometimes rise to the White Bouse 
for resolution. The Federal nutrition e-ffort has been critlcized 
as follows: 
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%t is mu:esponsive to consumer concerns and long­
term· public ~.eeds. · 

7t ba·s low stat;us and visibility i.n the Federal 
Government:. · · ., 

··:' . 

:!'' .. ·t.Y.· -.. -· .. - ..... -.. -. -.· ... 
It has limited ·accountability i11 terms of technical 
accurac;y and measures of effectiveness. 
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• -rhere is poor coordination among organizatione 
conducting nu.trition-related activities. 

Enhancing consumer and nutrition functions i:u a separate 
and clearly i-den.tifiable unit in a Department of Vood 
and Agriculture bas the following advantages: 

Permit conflicts between· food and nutr~.tio~ policy 
and commercial agriculture (over food 11afety, price, 
labelling, chemical additives, etc.) to be worked 
out within a departmen.t. 

Provide a close relationship between nutrition 
research and farm production decisions • 

Give the Secretary of USDA greater balance among 
his pr.oduction and consumer constituency groups. 

Provide a strong. Cabinet voice for a national food 
and nutrition .policy. 

We recommend the following, organizational and proces•s changes 
to improve the managemen.t and focus of domestic and in-ternational 
food and nutrition policy: 

•(·1) Designate the Department of Agriculture as the lead 
agency responsible for developing a national food and nutrition 
policy • 

(2) Direct the Secretary of Agriculture to work with OMB 
and DPS in developing administrative and legislative proposals 
to give greater emphasis to nutrition policy in USDA. Among the 
changes to be considered a-re,: 

• 

• 

Cha·nge the name of USDA to the Department of Food 
and 1tgriculture to symbolize the Department's broader 
m-ission. 

Organize the Department internally as follows.: 

€reate two Deputy Secretaries -- one represen.tlng 
agricultural, trade and marketing interests, one 
representing consumer and nutrition interests. 
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- %nternally eegregat& consumer-oriented programs 
£or traditional agricultural •promotion• programs. 

-ft: Consider~tion of proposals £or consolidating author!- ., · 
1£. ties for promotion of ~g--..i~.::~ltural tr3de with authoriti · ·:..; ·. _- i for control and .aevelopmel!~ i."f agricultural prod~ction =-

- .. . ;··f --~-~·-.><-~-- ----.·. ,.;' ---·-- ~e expect t.bese activities,· !.f approved, i;o produce -, 
:•" 
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_administrative and possibl~ legislative proposals for 
consideration later_«;his yC!a~o 

Agency Comments 

Agriculture believes that: ·tm~s;: proposalt.> need fur.thet 
development. 'l'hey sugges.t more attention to consol !dating 
authorities for promotion of t.racle ~~ agricultural products 
and to improving d'elivery of nutri 1:L.m as,sist.ance and 
agricultural development aid to other nations~ Agriculture 
believes that more complete consolid!ation ·of food production 
and safety functions will be required in the long term but 
does: not recommend consolid·ation of all food safety programs 
at this time • 

Decisions 

(~) Designate USDA as the lead agency for 
nutrition policy 

Yes No ___ _ 

(.2) Direct the Secre-tary of Agricu,lture to work with 
OMB and DPS todevelop proposals to enhance 
informat'ion policy in USDA • 

Yes Ho ------ -----

....... . ... ~ .•. _,..,. ... _, ......... _ .. . . . ... - ~ ..• ······. ~-
·•••• ••. ~.: :.;;~;:-; •• :.~..: •. _ .. :e -~· ··1·.~:-..... :.•.· ·~· ... .... : ... · .. ~ ......... --: ;. 
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:t.·.;.,~.:~. - · r-l,. . Our stb<!y of eex>nomic policymald.ng in the Exeeutlve . 
· l · · .. :;, ·'""Bran.cb ba-s pinpoint.ea critical c!eficieneies in our ebi11tr -·- ---

r:~ ··! : "fto effectively promote t:raae ana to perform quality Dllicro-
' ) · s.J econo:mic (se~:toral) analys.is. Xn botll areas, program 

.-t_ .. _ J f ~rag-mentation. b a sajor cause of t.he problem •. ~ere ~u 
'·t· &-~. ~lso been wtdespreaa comment that the _.,isparate anC! unrelatea 
· .. ~ t .activities of the Commerce Depart.Jnent toc!ay bincler its 

: -1·-= .. t effectiveness because. of a lac~ of ~rganizatienal !O:US: 
~e case for improving economic policyxnaking capaeitles ' : l. . ... ~ 
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aust be examinea in t:he context of the ot.ber reorganization 
options _.,iscussec.'! earlier. 'l'he effect of est·abli·shing t:.:he 
Departments of Natural Resources ana Development Assistance, 
is t.o remove about half t.he Department of Conunerce s.taff ana 
buc3get. Our natural .resources, local C!evelopment, ana economic 
policyroaking stu6ies converge to require a careful reexa.minatiOII 
e>f the fu.ture· of the Department of Commerce. 

'We bave completea sufficient analysi·s t:o identi.fy several 
cred·ible Commerce Department options. Each bas pros and 
cons-~substantive and political. None, however, bas been 
sufficiently explored within t.he E:x.ecutive Branch or with 
Congress and interest groups ito warrant a r.eeommendation 
JDOW. • • . • . 

'We recommend t.hat OUB and an interagency group explore options 
to improve the organization of trade and commerce. 'Recommend&• 
tions should be developed ~ be inoorporatec! in impleroenti.Dg 
t.he Multi-National 5'x:aae agreements. 
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-·::_::.v;-~:.,-,w,~lerfritat.ion ~nd Next Steps 

__ _ ·A. tJs·l'q. Reorganization Authority .r --- . ....._ 
~· . ·. 

As you know, reorganization authority cannot be used 
to a-bolish a Department or all its functions. Xt can, 

· ·. - however, transfer parts of J)eparbnents and can be used 
; ·c':.-~"' --..~-- __ --~ rename departments. 

- . ---.. ... 

' ... . . . -
....... _....,_ .. ··: 

~....._ ....... ,__1 . Because reorganization authority is a much quicker 
'·-·and ea:sier way to accomplish our objectives, we want 

to do as much as possible by plan. a.rwo plans should 
be enough to implement t.he structU:ral cha-nges in the 
natural resources and development assistance options. 
If you choose to implement the Development Assistance 
program reform, follow up legislation will be required. 

B. ~iming and Announcement 1 

'If you choose to attempt subs-tantial reorganization, • I 
this proj.ect merits a State of the Union announcement 
for two reasons: 

(1) It should have broad popular appeal and fit well 
with the economy/anti-inflation themes planned 
for your address. 

· (2) 'Including the proposal will signal that you 
regard it as a high priority that you and your 
White _Bouse staff will work to pass .• 

Decision 

Work toward a State of the Union a-nnouncement • 

-l--1 Yes ._l __ 7 No 

------....r .... .--._ .......... _...,..,.,...,. __ ,.._ .. ~·--··· ... -- ..... -· . -.. ·- .. _I 
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

'! 

MEMORANDUr-1 FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION 

AND WELFARE 
THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
THE SECRE'I'ARY OF INTERIOR 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
THE SECRETARY OF LABOR 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FO·R 

TRADE NEGOTIATIONS 
THE AmHNISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFPAIRS 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY 
THE DIRECTOR OF THE COMMUNITY SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 
THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS 

·ADMIN I S.TRAT ION 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE \"lATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE INTERNATIONAL 

TRADE COMMISSION 
THE PRES I DENT OF THE EXPORT- I'.MPORT BANK 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COUNCIL ON 

ENVIRONMENT:AL QUALITY 

FROM: James T. Mcintyre, Jr. 9;__ 
The attached information memorandum describes the options under 
consideration for the reorganization ag.enda in 1979. I expect to 
send the Presiden.t a decision memorandum on reorganization early 
next year. The decision memorandum will be built upon this 
memorandum. Would you please send me your comments and observa­
tions by January 2, 1979, so I may incorporate the substance of 
them in a draft decision memorandum. 

Attachment 
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ADMINISTAATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL .... •.-

!EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFIQ; OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

·. 

l:NFORMATION MEMORAN·DUM FOR 'l'HE CABINE 

FROM: J:im Mcintyrs;..,.c:::::\:11 .. Q...--.J.:;;"./.~c;A;a; 
SUBJEC'.!': Reorganization 1979 

,. 

'l'his .!nemorandwn presents t:he results of our analysis of the · 
maj,or it.ems on the 1979 reorganization agenda awaiting approval. tt 
Four principal projects are described: natural resources, 
development assistance, commerce and trade, and food and nutri­
tion. 'l'his is not a decision memorandum. ':It is for information 
~. It provides important background for a decision memorandum 
~ollow next montb. We are reques.ting Cabinet comments now • - - . . - .· . ---- .. 

'l'he four ar.eas of government under consideration tilere chosen 
with the goal of bringing about visible achievements in govern­
ment performance and efficiency: more service from the same 
dollars, reduct.ion in personnel and administrative costs, con­
solidation and simplification of programs, less overlap and 
duplication. Together with civil se-rvice reform, the Department 
of Energy, and the pendin9 Department of Education, the initia­
tives described below would give :Us: a reorganization record 
affecting most of t:he domestic Ca·binet 6y 1.980: 

* 

U> 

(2) 

Natural Resources. 'l'he excessive number of Federal 
natural resources agencies doing much the same thing 
makes it confusing for citizens to know where to go, 
cos.tly for businesses delayed by complex permitting 
requirements, and complicated for the government to' 
develop and implement coherent policy .for ba.lancing 
conservation and development objectives. The natural 
resources proposal would simplify this struc·ture and 
help to solve these problems as well as save money 
for the governmen.t and the private sector. 

Devel~ment Assistance. The complexity, paperwork 
and delay in delivering development grants and services 
to local officials bas long been a complaint of mayors, 
governors, and businessmen. Federal investment in 

Preparations are underway for education reorganization, 
which .=the ·President has already approved • 
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.development programs cannot DOW be focussed £or 
optimal payoff. Private sector partners often can­
not afford to wait aonths for Federal action. By 
consolidating programs in. this area, we can begin to 
address these concerns as well as save administrative 
costs for Federal, State and local governments. 

(3) Food and Nutrition. Although food and. nutrition issues 
are an Increasingly important Federal responsibility, Do 
agency is primarily responsible fo:r 'th$"'.i'D" By building 
Agricultur.e into a Department of l.<'~n .~nd Agriculture, 
we can move t:oward a modern agenc·i \'fi ;~4.1 x-.esponsibility 
for foo~ f~om produoer to consurne:r: :~ ?~"~.1 tte nutrition 
researc;h t.o: decisioz:ts about what ~-xop::: f.'arrners grow, 
and broaden. t.he Department of Agr.:tcu,_t~~;:-c~·~ cons-tituency . 

(4) '.rrade and cOmmerce._ We are not yet p~r~~.paret.l to make a 
recommendation _regarding the miss.:.nn >- ·;;:he COITIITI2!rce 
Department. Bowevet, ou-r analysis han L1clicated importaJ 
deficiencies in t.he Federal Government''& capacities 
to formulate and implement trade policy and to conduct 
economic analysis. A major cause of these deficiencies 
is program fragmentation. We will be able to present 
carefully analyzed and politically tested Commerce · · 
Department options shortly. 

:rn short, these options are designed. t.o moderni-ze the structure 
of government by focussing resources on today's problems, stream­
lining government processes, and saving money for the public and 
private sector. 

The remainder of this memorandum discusses each set of options in 
detail. Parts I-IV offer options in specific sUbject areas. 

I. Natura.l Resou·rces 

A. 'l'he Problem 

Managing the Nation's natu·ral resources -- land, air, 
water, oceans, wildlife -- is a substantial Federal responsibilitl 
But organ.iza·tional fragmentation and overlap make it difficult to 
do a good job. Exhibits I and II summarize natural resources 
programs and the current jurisdictional fragmentation of resource 
programs. This program dis-persion creates real problems .• 

• 

' .' · .. .·-· . -. 
. ' 

No one officia.l' short o'f t·he -Pres'ident I can take the . 
overview of resource matters1 set licies and -rioritieE 

·or rna· e dec1s1ons w1th a persEective balanced etween 
· conservation and development • 

. No one addresses natural resources cornprehens.ively, 
even though extensive interactions in the physical world 
exist • ,:. 

Even when policy is developed, often no one has clear 
authority to carry it out. For example, the Secretary 
of Interior has been assigned to implement water policy 
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EXHIBIT I 
......... 

.... •••• 47CII acrea o.f publlcl1 -•• lan4a. MaMaea oll ancl 
a•• leaalaa 011 the Outer Continental Shelf. 

~searcb oo alala1 ancl 1118UIIIirf)' technoloay. C'.al!!pUaa 
alaeral resources lnventor1ea eiMI aueuaenu. 

Plana. construct• ancl operatea water clevelopaeat proJ.cta 
la 17 httetn Stat.ea, prluru; for hrlaattoa I h,.ro~r. 

Maaaaea S.CII acre• of wllclllfe refu1e1. Coaducu ruearch 
011 fhh and itllclllfe. Protecta anclanaerecl apedes. 
Operates fhh hatcherlea. 

Perforeil aurveys .,_,. reaerech 011 alnaral ancl water reaoui'Cfl• 
topoaraphy, aeoloay. Preparea ups ancl cheru. 

Adalnletera Land ancl Water Conservation Fund. Ad.lalatere. 
natl-lcle recreatiCIII pla .. lnl And hlltorlc presenatloe 
projra••· 
Manas•• SCII acres of Dlatloaal Perks. 

rerforaa alaaral poUcr analyah. 

leaulates aurface coal alalaa. 

Mlilahtera water reaourcea reaearda c.tracta. ....,, ... 
aranu t.o 1,111henltlea for reaearch. 

lelpoAslble for Guaa. Aaerlcaa s-. .... , .............. ... 
tile Trust Terrltorlea of the Paclflc • 

Tnai.••• for lndl• , .... encl -aea. Prowlclee aoclal 
aervlcea. ·· 

N.neaes II~ acrea of Mat•l Foreet Ianda. Prowlclet aaell• 
tanca to s.tata .... private forenq proaree. Coft,clucta 
forest aAd ranae reaearcb. 

Plans 8114 finances weae.r reaource proJects l.a uell watai'• 
iihecla, prlurlly for flood cO.,t.rol I clralna,&e. Conducu eur­
veys of soU condltlona 8 prepares ups. Measure• snowpack 
8 forecasts wator tuP~~llaa In tl:_\e Wen. 

Plana, coostrucu I operate• water ....,elCipiMtlt projects, 
prl•orl-y for navtaatiOII and flood control. Reaulates 
clhpoiel of clredaacl or fU I ililter:lal ln lnlan4 waters; 
r.eaa.elates _huarcls to nawlaatlon. Reaulatea CKoan 4u.plltl 
of dred11ecl liaterlal. · 

~nl!&•l ocean flshlaa reaourcea: adalnlatere State c.,.n•l 
aone ·a.naaeaent plonnln& proar .. s; protects aarlne ....... 
ancl endanaerecl sped .. ; conducts raselirch end uselsiiiCinU 
of t.he aarlne envlroallent; aonUora ancl predicts weather 
a..t cll•ete; con.~c.u research oo .. teorolo81 and cHutes 
and proparea aorlne charta ancl avlatloa aaps. 

lleYelops Federal water policy; adlllnhtera State I rlwer 
b .. tn coeprehenahe wa~er plannlna proar••• estabU~h!lt 
~ulclellnes for water proJect plannlnai I concluc" ~hide,..._ 
rewlewil of proJect plana. 

... . . -. ..;. ....... 
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-·"'"reforms, but he has no authori.ty ~or Corps project 
planning. · 

Relating natural resource programs to other areas, such 
as international relations, energy and environ19ental 
protection, is difficult. 

Numerous confusing field systems make it difficult to 
coo~dinate policy deci.sions with ·state ~nd local 9overn­
ments, respond to J"egional -dif(erences, and provide 
efficient service delivery. 

Responsibilities for each ·resource area Ua.nd, oceams 
and water) are badly fragroented. For exal1)ple, -water 
resources policy planning. and construction J;:'esponsibili­
ties are assigned to three operating agencies and the 
Water Resources Counc·il. · 

'l'oday's problems will intensify in the future with 
increasing population, economic growth, and_greater 
demand for outdoor J"ecreation. 

Unclear assignment of responsibilities leads to inter ... 
agency competition, duplication of skills, and failure 
to ta-ke advantage of economies of scale. 

Interior and NOAA have several areas of contested 
jurisdiction and overlap, including hydrolo9y, marine 
biology, mapping and charting, and deep sea mining. 
Despite numerous coordina.ting committees, the problems 
remain. In a recent ca·se, the two agencies spent over 
$1 million determining who has jurisdiction over the 
sea turtle, an amphibious enda~gered species. 

Interior and t·he Forest Service manage public land· for 
the same multiple purposes. Yet each has its own 
experts, investment levels, field structure, and systems 
for dealing with the public, including timber, cattle 
and recreation industries. 

The three water development agencies independently 
pursue their own project planning studies to support 
their own constructi·on program levels. This ca_uses 
unneces·sary expense, poorly conceived projects, and 
extra pressure from hopeful beneficiaries. 

All the natural resource agencies have research ~nd . 
data programs but there is no central clearinghouse, 
making it difficult for a9encies and the public to 
take advantage of each other's knowledge. · 
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Ynconsistent regulations and procedures make it 
difficult, time-consuming, costly, and confusing for 
natural resources users. 

Recreation services are provided by several agencies. 
Different priorities in funding levels result in some 
overdesigned and overstaf.fed facilities while others 
are neglected. 

Interior and the Forest Service, both managing similar 
public 1ands, have different regulations for permits, 
fees, accounting methods, recreational usage and environ-

-mental_regulation. ~his situation is particularly 
troublesome when the two agencies have adjacent or inter­
mingled land, and• users seek permits for grazing, access 
roads or other uses that cross jurisdictions. 

Responsibility for management of the Outer Continental 
Shelf is vested in Interior. NOAA has most other ocean­
re.lated responsibilities and expertise, such as 
oceanography, fishery regulation and coastal zone plan­
ning. This division of close.ly related programs causes 

.. -· duplication, con.fusion for developers and environmental 
g.roups, and fails to take full advantage of complementary· 
skills• •. 

...• 

B. Principal Alternative: Department of Natural ~esources ·(oN: 

Built on a reorganized Interior, a D~ would incorporate 
the Forest Service, NOAA, the Water Resources Council, and the 
water planning functions of the Soil Conservation Service and 
the Corps of Engineers. Once consolid'ated: in a single department, 
these programs would be realigned into major program components 
as follows: 

• 

~ : 

NOAA (·Commerce) and Outer Continental Shelf (Interior): 
In the new Department, a maJor component 1:nclud1ng 
NOAA and the oceanic programs of lnterior would be 
created, giving the functions high priority • 

• 
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Forest Service (A ricultureo)· and Bureau of Land 
Management Interior): The experience and pro es­
sional staff of the Fores.t Service 111ake it the premier 
multiple use land planning and research agency in the 
Federal Government. ·Within the new Department, the 
Forest Service would provide the base for this compon­
ent and, over time, would absorb the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

Geologica'l Survey ('In·terior1" and 'Sol1 and Snow 
Surveys (Agriculture): Most of the resource agenc1es 
gather information a·nd do r.esearch. Their .data and 
research findings are often in different formats and 
aifficult for States and other agencies to use. By 
locating these support programs in a sciences component· 
of DNR, ~hey can be made more useful. 

National Park Service,· Fish and Wildlife Servlce, 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service ·(Interior): 
Within DNR, the National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and Heritage Conservation Service would be 
grouped. 

Wate-r Resources Council; parts O·f the Corps o·f Englneers 
0 

(Defense); Soil Conservation Service (A ric.u1 ture), and 
Bureau of R.eclamat1on Interl.or): Water resources 
problems are being addressed by the water policy reforms. 
However, these policy directives can be more effectively 
and permanently implemented with accompanying organiza­
tion improvements • 

To accomplish this 
0 

we could transfer to and consolidate 
in DNR the Water Resources Council and the policy, plan­
ning and budgeting functions of the three water 
development agencies. Detailed project design and 
construction functions of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
Soil Conservation Service would be transferred to and 
consolidated in the Corps, Which would become the 
government's water project construction arm. 

'l'he DNR would plan and budget for all water development 
activities, and the Corps would act as construction 
agent under strong policy and review controls. The 
Corps would have an increased des-ign and construction 
capability to undertake assignments for other agenc.ies. 
Separating proj.ect planning from construction would 
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reii'.c·;e t:.he incentive t.o generate plans t.o support. 
. a co.,struc,tit)n prog.ram. Although some inefficiencies 
ma~ ... :~sul t from separating planning and construction 
func:.ions, there would be net personnel cost savings 
of $38 million annual:ly. About 3,000 planners would 
transfer from the Corps t.o DNR and about 8,700 
Reclamation and Soil Conservation construction personnel 
would transfer to_th~ Corps. 

1'7e evaluated other options for handling water resources.· 
For example, consolidating in DNR a_ll the functions ·of 
the Corps' civil works, Bureau of Reclamation., Soil 
Conservation Small Watersheds, and Water Resources 
co~lnc.il would provid'e stronger executive direction and 
;:cea ter savings. However, this option would impair the 
Corps' military construction and mobilization capability 
and its ability to take on alternate missions. 

A third option is to strengt<hen the Water Resources 
Council by providing. an inde.pendent and full-time chair­
man and designating it as lead ag.ency for water policy • 
Reclamation functions would be transferred to the DNR 
along with the rest of Interior, while the Corps' civil 
works and Soil Conservation Service watershed programs 
'!\Jould rema.in in Army and Agriculture, respectively. 
The strengthened Water Resources Council would provide 
policy leadership, independent review of projec,ts, 
coordination with States, and advice to OMB on budget 
.proposals -- particularly new planning. and con·struction 
starts. This option creates a minimal org.anizational 
change and' offers some improved management of water 
resources programs. In the pas-t, however, interagency 
coordinating groups have not been stro.ng enough.. 

Exhibit III graphically depicts the resource and man­
power transfers for a Department of Natural Resources. 

Ad~antages and Disadvantages 

• The functions can be performed at the same levels 
with an estimated savings of $151 million and 3,700 
positions {obtained over -several years). These 
savings result from:· 

merging similar functions, streamlining internal 
organization, unifying field systems, and buproyi~g 
service delivery, a-nd 
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EXHIBIT XII 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
BUDGET AUTHORITY BY SOURCE 

(Millions) 

~·::::~:,. 
IJ·. :-·.~~· ......... ·:·:.:·. 

/:~:.::.~· ................... :·.\. 

DNR 
$10,148 

SAVINGS 
$151 

.. · ... · ... ·:·:·.·.•:::.·-:···' 
r.·~·~~·~~·~··~··t· 

\· .. :·.:··: .. · ... :.· ... : ... :·· ... :• .... ·.·~··.·.·· ... ·.· .. ·.·":·· .. ·.··:···1 
"·:.·.-:·.-·.:~· •• :·:.·.-:-:::·d 

WATER RESOURCES 
COUNCIL 

DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 

82,300 

'=.:···.··· .......•• , 
...,·.~·~·., 

DEPARTMENT OF 
-INTERIOR 

$4,565 

DEPARTMENT OF CCJ-1MERCE 
$2,524 

PERMANEN.T POSITIONS BY SOURCE 

scs 3~ 
2,322 

USFS 26~ 

21,,325 

DNR 
87,897 

scs 3~ 
2,0.97 

CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 

29,000 (civil) 

FY 1979 ESTIMATES 

DEPARTMENT OF 
INTERIOR 
54,850 

NOAA 
4'2~ 

l2,540 

DEPARJ.MENT OF 
COMMERCE 

29,600 

$60 

SAVINGS 
3,700 

···~· ~··•·· 
~·;,' 

WATER RESOURCE: 
COUNCIL 

1!05 
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abolishing or curtailing unnecessary prograDls, 
such as portioils of Bureau o~ Mines JQeta.llurgic"l 
research programs. · · 

-• Services will be delivered f.aster and better. Commercial 
firms i1~::.erested in oil and gas leasing on the Outer 
Continental Shelf or public lands 1d.ll benefit froD) • 
unified ::-egulatory structure and f_aster decisionma~9 
process. Racreation users will have ·eas'ier access to 
informai=i.vn .and s:;;>ecial interpretive services, GrazinSJ, 
timber~~ tourism, and fishery interests, pennit seekers, 
and State and local CJOvernments will have a. simpler 
relation~;hip with the Federal Government, dealing with 
only one agency, rather than two or more. Envirorunen~l­
ists and con-servatior::i.sts will have easier access to 

0 

0 

0 

0 

·Federal policymaking as Wt!ll. Faster rulemaking and 
·consistent regulations for marine mammals and endangered 
species will benefit both conserva.tion and commercial 
interests. Simplification and consolidation o~ fis.~ 
and wildlife project review and dredging permit review 
will speed the regulatory proces-s. -- Better coordinated 
data collection and consolidated mapping and chartin9 
services will make better data available to .public and 
commercial users at lower cost. 

A uniform data collection system and exchange of 
research results will provide a better basis for 
in-formed decisionmaking. 

Policy and ca,se decisions will be balan.ced better in 
an institution having an overview of all resource 
areas and a broad constituency spanning both develop­
ment and preservation perspectives. 

- But: Some argue that separating the Forest Service 
from Agriculture breaks the links betwe.en the two 
agencies. The Forest Service provides services to 
farmers who grow trees. The Forest Servi.ce h:a.s been 
an effective agency in ~griculture. 

~: Some argue that NOAA's fis-heries programs are as 
much an economic development and: foo.d related functi.on 
as they are a natural resource function., thqt NOAA's 
programs have been \<llOrking well at Commerce and that 
removing them would ta.ke 45 percent of Commerce's per~. 
sonnel, which would diminish the j:mportance o~ the·· . 
Department. · 
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,,, . 
-~~t: ~eparating water retJource planning from con­
s •. ruct1on functions mearAb that t.he planners may be 
ont of touch with the coz::struction personnel and the 
~orps eventually may redevelop a planning capacity. 

&~~~ Reorganization always causes short term 
_>;_ ::rupt.ion and cos-t. • 

r-- -· • • -:.- ~· 

c. 0 ;.;.£1r~r i-\1 term.: ;:ives Consider.ed 

• 

• 

(a) Department c·f Agriculture and Renewable- Resources 

This option would consolidate USDA's land and water 
functions, primarily the Forest Service and Soil Con­
servati.on Service, with public land .mana.gemen.t, water 
resources, and ocean fisheries from other Departments. 

I • -Advantages and. Disadvantages 

Consolidating in Agriculture would appear to give a 
greater produclion emphasis to r-esource management. 
For example, development, marketing and use of fish 
as a food source would become a primary fC>cus of the 
ocean fi s·heries program. · 

Mer·ging· the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service woulo solve the problems associated with having 
two separate land manag.ement agencies and bJild on the 
Forest Service, the stronSJer of the two units. 
Agriculture bas experience both in managing public 
lands and assisting private owners with private land 
tnanagement.. Interior has experience with public land 
only. 

• · But: Public land\s are· managed for many uses other than 
t.he ·production of food and fiber emphasized by 

_]\g.riculture·. Federal respon.sibi.lity for those other uses 
such as recreation, mineral development and Jnan~gernent of 
fish and wildli~e, would rerriai.n tn Interior a.nd continue 
the fragmentation in these i'.reasCl 

• . .. ••· - .·.: .:t• ·-- :...,!..• ••. ··.~; ••• 0. ... .:. • • • • • ... --··- ..... - ··.·-·--·· 

~ .,:.._ . 
...... ,.., 
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But:.: Management of federally-owned lands would 
rem.:dn fra.gmented since park lands and wildlife 
refnc-,~;~ ·,\~ould s~ill be managed by Interior. 

(b) ~roved Coor.dination Without Major Realignment -

Retain the existing struc-ture and establish a 
Natural Resources Council, or individual councils for 
land, water, and oceans to develop policy and coordinatA 
actions. '!'his option would avoid disruption but would 
create additional layers of government, e.specially in 
the Executive Offi-ce. ~ccountability would be confused1 
and previous results with this type of approach have 
been poor. 'l'his approach could not be presented as a 
bold solution. to chronic problems. 

(c) Department of Natural Resources and Environment 

'l'his option would join most natural resource 
management programs, plus environmental regulatory 
programs of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
This is not a feasible· solution because EPA's juris­
diction goes we.ll beyond resource management to include 
regulation of many other areas, such a-s urban and 
industrial wastes. EPA is increas:ingly oriented toward 
public health.. There is strong interest group and 
general public support for keeping EPA independent. 

(d) Department of Oceans and Atmosphere --

A Department of Oceans and Atmospher-e would be 
responsible for oceans, coastal and atmospheric af.fairs 
and would consolidate the bulk .of the programs associatl 
with those activities (except for military programs). 
'l'he Department would include the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the Maritime 
Administration from· Conunerce and the u.s. Coast Guard 
from Transportation. · 
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'l'he option would recognize the growing importance of 
the oceans and ocean resources to the Nation. It. would 
also improve coordination among· Federel activities 
relating to the oceans. 

However, the Department addresse~ '!>n.ly a part of the 
total natural resource issue and would leave other 
fragmented resource areas unaddresf.i~r,. 

:XI. Develo_pment·Assistance 

A. 'i'he. Problem 

. -
.;. 

·::.:···-· . 
·. 

In the Urban Message and else~1hen;: we called for a 
- long-term deve·lopment strategy to address the problems of 
local communities, such as loss of jobs, los:; of tax revenue 
base, sub-stand'ard housing ,neteriorating community facilities 
and under-employment. But the organization of Federal 
development programs makes it dif·ficult to pursue such a 
strategy. 

• 
Exhibit IV expla1.ns e programs involved and Exhibit 

V de,pict·s the curren-t fragmentation. Exhibit VI depicts 
the confusing relationships between Federal, State and 
local organizations.) 

Economic development assistance is splintered among 
ten programs in five different agencies (Economic 
De.velopmen.t Administration (EDA) r Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUO) 1 Farmer's Home Administration 
(FmHA)r Small Business Administration (SBA): and 
Community Services Administration (CSA) l. The proposed 
Na,tional Development Bank woul~ create a six~h • 

General conununity f·ac.fli ties assistance is scattered 
among 4 agencies {HUD, FmHA., EOA and EPA) and the 
Title V Regional Commissions. 

N·ine programs in. three agencies (HUO, EDA and FmHA) 
and the Title V Reg.ional Commissions provide funds for 
development planning • 

! . .-.... •• .,. •••' •?•••••.....-c-•- If 



.
.
.
.
 
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
~
~
~
-
-
:
:
;
 



• 

I 

I 
I 

• . f 
• 

·' ,. ~ • ~ 
'. 

l 
: 

' . • • 
' 

. 

·f 
I 

: 
~ 

~ 

' , . • . . 
• • 
~· : 
... : .. 
1 

. 
~
 

. 
: 



EXHIBIT VI 

CUIRE~T QEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE DELIVERY SYSTEM 
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'l'he long term economic development prograiOs have nQ 
·effective links with employment and training pro9rams 
that are preparing people tor jobs. 

· Program procedures con·flict • 
' 

Each of these many pro~rrams has its own funding cycle, 
its own planning requirements, its own eligibility 
standards, and its own application process, making 
coordinated use of Federal tools difficult.. For 
example: EDA, HOD, FmHA and EPA all fund portions of 
public facilities construction pro.jects, but each agency 
ha·s a different funding cycle, its own re.porting pro­
cedures, and its own financial records requirements. 
BUD ~equires three-year Community Development and 
Boucl11g Assistance Plans, EDA an overall economic 
deve!opment plan, and EPA an Areawide Wastewater Manage­
ment Plan and a Facilities Plan~ 

· Delivery systems diverge widelx. 

EDA relies on six regional offices • 

HUD has 10 regional offices, 40 area offices, 37 
insuring offices and e.ight valuation stations-

"!'he Title V Regional Commissions rely on the States· for 
development planning and programming, while HOD and EDA 
largely bypass the States. 

The FmHA has 4'2 State offices and 2,445 county offices. 
.... . .... •.••• ..... . 

Authority does not match·responsibility. 

The cur.rent structure has no organizing principle. Agency 
responsibilities split neither on geographical nor 
functional lines. For example: 

The Secretary of Agriculture presumably has 
responsibility for rural development, yet 
controls less than 30 percent .o.f all rural 
development grant funds. Definitions of urban 
and rural vary from program to program • 
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---~~e ·s~cretary of Commerce has nominal responsibility 
for economic development, but major programs in BUD, 
CSA, SBA and FmHA are utilized for economic develop­
la"tent activ$.ties. Further, much of the Department's 
economic development spending ends,up in public 
facilities. 

"'l'he Secretary of HOD is responsible for urban programs, 
but lacks authority for some key urban assistance 
_programs. 

'l'his fragmentation causes real problems including: 

. . 

° Confusion a-nd excessive administrative burden and 
cost at the State and local level.. Each program 
has its own separate regulations, requirements, and 
managemen-t procedures. 'l'pis causes tremendous con­
fusion at the local level. Small cities, and rural 
area·s in particular, complain that only cities with 
extensive grant-smanship operations can sort out the 
:maze and get adequate development funding. 

0 

0 

Limited ability to 'involve the private sector.. 'l'he 
number of ag.encies and procedures to be followed for 
packaging, -complex projects results in long. lead times 
before projects can get underway. Private investors 
often cannot afford to wait. One agency ',s refusal can 
jeopa.rdize the project, making businesses reluctant to 
get "tied up" in government red tape. 

Inefficient use of Federal personnel and resources .. 
Opportunities to save administrative costs and use 
more effectively scarce technical talents now spread 
among the agencies are being lost. In fact, there is 
a trend toward_further entrenchment of the waste and 
overlap. 'l'hree agencies are expanding sta{fs to 
conduct similar economic development functions {FmHA, 
HUO, and EDA), and a fourth is about to be created 
(The National Developmen.t Bank) • HUD is hiring 
economic development specialists from EDA, while EDA 
is hiring urban specialists from HUD. Meanwhile., HUD 
EDA, and FmHA are revie.wing plans and applications from 
the same communities, often for the same project, and 
while coordination to minimize this overlap is being 
undertaken, it is very costly and -wasteful • 
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Unnecessary ri.g.idity in the systemf lack of flexibillty 
:to respond to local needs and opportunities, inability 
to pool and focus limited funds effectively to 
implement national policy. Each categorical program 
has a slightly different viewpoint and set of require­
ments t:hat must be met. Each community must attempt 
to tailor its strategy to react to the changing mix 
~f often narrow and not always consistent agency 
viewpoints and corresponding funding levels. Each 
program has slightly different targeting criteria 
determining which communities or parts of communities 
can receive funds. 

Lack· of policy focus and direc·tion •. Fragmented programs 
and agency res·pon•s-ibilities make it difficult to devise 
and implement coherent national policies. No one agency 
can formulate development strategies that balance the 
needs of conununities of differen.t sizes or se,t priorities 
among different types of tools. 

Difficulties in com arin and evaluatin the effectiveness 
of d·i ferent approaches because of wide variations l.n 
data collection and inte.rpretation among programs and 
agencies. No agency can evaluate tlle total impact of 
economic development programs. 

Gaps and overlaps in geographic coverage resulting from 
the widely different definitions of urban and rural used 
in different programs and t:he presence of three different 
agencies (HUD, EDA and FmHA) providing virtually iden·tical 
kind:s of assistance to smaller communities. With lines 
of demarcation so blurred (because. of the haziness of the 
underlying demographic distinctions) and responsibilities 
so confused, some types of communities find themselves 
sent from agency to agency to get the aid they need. 

B.. Alternatives: 

This section discusses two principal alternatives in 
-detail .• 

Alternative l.. Depa·rtment of Developmen,t Assi.stance 

This option combines s.tructural and program reforms to 
create a Department of Development Assistance (DDA) and streamline 
important features of Federal development as·sistance programs • 

. •. ·- ...•.. ., . , . . . •·. -· 
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Organizational Changes 

'l'he Department of Development Assistance would 
absorb the following Federal program responsi- J. 
bilities: 

Current Agency 

Agriculture 

-Coimtlerce 

CSA 

BUD 

SBA 

Programs 

Community and economic development 
programs (non-farm and non-housing) 
of the Farmers Home Administration* 

Economic Development Administration 
Title V Regional Commissions 

·community Economic Development 
Program 

All prog-rams 

501 and 502 programs (loans to 
State and local development 
companies) 

National All 
Developmen-t Bank 

(P.roposed) 

These changes would group the major Federal economic development, 
community development and development planning prog-rams, as well 
as many of the housing programs in one place. 

Within the Department, economic development would be organiza­
tionally separated from housing and community development, thus 
preserving its empha,sis on job creation. The Department would 
establish org:anizational identities for urban and rural responsi­
bilities. Exhibit VII depicts the transfe-r of resources and 
personnel in this option. Exhibit VI.II depicts the simplified 
del.ivery of Federal deve.lopment assistance und:er this option. 

* The Fa.rmers Home housing programs could be added to the 
Department a~s well, linking them to similar HUD housing 
programs and bringing into the Department the extensive 
Farmers Home field structure. We are exploring the pros 
and cons of including them. 
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TITLE 'V 
· COKKlSSlOIS 
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;Programmatic Changes 

i'-hc creat.ion of the Department of Development 
AE ~~ 1.\;tan~:~ would make possible .program changes 
t.ha.<~ \-mula help to solve the problems caused by 
the ~nrrent fragmentation. 'l'hese program changes 
might be implemented simultaneously with the 
creation of the DDA or they could be phased in 
over a period of time... In each case, however, 
t;he !?rogram· change will require some shifting 
of authority between departments,. 

Consolidated Economic Development Assistance 
Program: 

Combine 11 individual ecor.omic development 
gr.an.t and loan pr~grams into: 

U) a consolidated economic development 9rant 
program (EDA 'l'itles I, IX, 301 and 304; 
HUD UDAG: FmHA Industrial Development . 
grants.: National Development Bank grants); 

(2) a consolidated economic development loan 
program building on the proposed National 
Development Bank. (National Development 
Ba·nk cred·it ·programs) EDA Title II Business 
loans: FmHA Business and Industry loan 
guarantee program: SBA 501 and 5·02 loans 
to State and local deve.lopmen.t corporations). 

Each of these would' be a discretionary program 
and would be admin i s-tere.d by an expanded Economic 
Development Administration within the Department 
of Development Assistance. · 

?lanning Assistance: 

Create a single development planning as.sistance 
program to replace seven existing planning 
programs. 'l'his prog.ram would equip State and 
local governments to formulate deve.lopment 
strategies to get funding from the new depa·rtment. 
These strategies would also partly replace the 
planning requirements of other Federal programs 
(e.g., transportation, EPA water grants, and 
employment and training·). 

.,.: 
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Rural Development: 

Create a unified, flexible and more e~ficient 
rural community facilities program by mergin9 
four existing progrl'ms into two: 

• One for rural community development loans 

• 

_ (FmHA. water and wa•ste disposal and community 
facilities loans); 1'-nd. 

one for rural co:mmunity development_ gJ:ants 
(FmHA water and wast~ disposal grants, and 
Community Development Small Cities Grants). 

_ The two programs would be administered by a rural 
community development unit that '-'lou.ld form part of 
the core of the DDA .• 

Housing Simplification: 

Work with HOD, the Veterans Administration, and 
FmHA to streamline. application forms, appraisal 
procedures, and related requirements :in the 
housing programs administered by these three 
agencies. 

Farm Loans: 

Transfer SBA' s farm lending a!uthor.ity to the Farmers 
Home Administration in the Department of Agriculture. 

Labor/Economic Development Lir,ks: 

Create a system of links between the Federal 
employment and training .programs and F.edeJ:al 
development assis,tance programs • 

Advantages and Disadvantages 

• 

• 

• 

Combining economic development, community developmen.t, 
and housing offers States, local governments, a.nd 
businesses one-stop shopping ·for core development 
assistance tools. · 

Equipping a single Cabinet department with tools to 
help State and local governments pursue a d-evelop­
ment stra.tegy, would upgrade job creation a•s· a. 
Federal policy focus. 

Savings to the Feqeral Government of $43 million 
could be achieved and co.sts for State and local 
governments would be reduced. 
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~ .. ~ 

Combining urban and rural programs in one 
·oepartment would help to eliminate gaps in 
~~cverage while preserving Fede:cal ability 1:0 
·:r.f:lry programs to suit different needs. 

;,;onsolidating economic development programs and 
planning assistance programs would simplify the 
:}':•::deral structure and make·. it more accessible. 

·~·'lCi:'liJ all economic development programs in one 
-~;--::.parbnent provides a logical home for the National 
.\;velt:>pment Bank and strengthens the Bank proposal 
by streamlining and consolidating loan programs. 

Consolidating ,~conomic development programs allows 
··".1e 1\drnir.:t~t:-:-at5.on to build on the pending EDA 
r·;::authl')l"i~ation and use it as a vehicle for con­
solid·ating economic development programs. 

Consolidating. developmen.t planning prog.rams will 
make it easier for State and local officials to 
set priorities for development funding and tie 
Fede.ral decisions to State and local pr.ior:iti:es. 

By bringing together technical personnel admin­
is·tering the various development programs, we-
can make more efficient use of scarce techni.cal 
expertise at both Federal and local levels. 

But.: Opponents would characterize the reorg.a.ni­
zation as moving EDA to BUD. EDA i-s considered 
by many in Congress a:s responsive and efficient 
while BUD is regarded as slow-moving -and less 
responsive to Congress-ional requests, 

Some programs which impact on development would 
remain outside this deparbnent le_.g,, DOT, EPA, DOL., 
SBA) and would continue to require Interagency 
Coordinating Council coordination, but coordina­
ti~n would be simplified by thi•s option-

. But.: Some argue that this proposal breaks the 
potential organizational link between economic 
development in the new department, and microeconomic 
analysis, which would remain at Commerce, although 
at presen:t 1 i ttle EDA money is co"""managed with 
trade and other microeconoroic pr~grams. 

But.: Some argue that bu.ilding on HUD, which has a 
reputation for excessive regulation and excessive 
tilt toward social goals, would dilute EDA's 
business focus. Some argue that economic develop­
ment would be subordinated to housing concerns 
in the new department-
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• · lll't: Some argue t:.hat community and economic 
de"elopme,.-,t. will !Dot Decessarily be integ-rated 
be: r-.ter because urban COJ'Dl1)uni ty development vill 
stll~- be dispersed· by formula while econo~ic 
deve1opmen.t fu·nds are discretionary • 

• · Bu~: 'Reorgan,ization always leads to short tera 
disruption and cost. 
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Alternative '2: ·Consolidate Economic Development Programs 
ln Commerce Leaving Community Development 
ln BUD and tJSDA. 

This alternative would ma·ke a sharp divis~.on. between economic· 
development programs and commun<ity--development and housing programs 
~t would group the major economic development pr.ograms together 
in EDA in Commerce, and leave the community de,.relopment and 
housing programs in BUD and F.mHA. 

0 Organizational. Chang.es 

'l'he expanded Department of Commerc.! an.:1. Economic 
Developmen·t would · absor.b the follo<.ving .f.ederal 
program responsibilities: 

Current Ageney 

Commerce 

BUD 

Agriculture 

SBA 

All programs 

UDAG 

FmHA Business and Industry Loans; 
FmHA Industrial Development grants 

501 and 502 progr.ams (loans to 
State and local development 

. *l compan1:es . 

These changes would group the major Federal economic 
development programs in Commerce along with trade, 
techno.log.ical information and analysis functions .• 

Within the Department, economic development would remain 
organizationally separated from the. other business 
assistance, trade, a·nd information functions to preserve 
its emphasis on job creat·ion in distressed areas • 
Within the Economic Development Admini.stration there 
would be an enlarged· Development Bank to provide credit 
assistance to businesses, and a division to provide 
economic development and public facilities grants to 
States, commun.ities and other curren.t recipients. 

All SBA programs could be added to this expanded Department 
as well, linking. them to other development loan. programs, and 
further centralizing credit control and delivery. ·However, 
some argue that the small business focus would· be 1ost if SBA 
is not maintained as a separate agency. We are exploring this 
option. 
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Exhibit XX depicts the transfer of resources and 
personnel in this option. 

Programmatic Changes 

Like Option 1, t:his option would make possibli~ t:be 
consolid'ation of Federal economic development programs, 
but not the other program reforms • 

Advantages and Disadvantages 

• 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'l'his option would concentrate economic development 
program resources at the Federal level, much as Option 
1 would. It would thus permit better evaluation of 
Federal economic development programs, streamline 
economic developmen-t assista:·Jce, and provide a home 
for the National Development 8a·nk .• 

The Federal Government could save $7 million by con­
solidating scarce technical expertise, and stand·ardi­
zing and simplifying economic development program 
requirements • 

This option would allow the Administration to build on 
the pending EDA reauthorization and use it as a vehicle 
for consolidating economic development programs. 

By separating economic from community development, this 
option helps to ensure the business focus of economic 
development programs. 

Thi's option also builds on EDA' s reputation for strong 
management. 

Expanding economic development functions in Commerce 
increases the potential for targeting economic develop­
ment funds to ameliorate trade and productivity 
problems, and vice versa. 

But: Recipients often use community and economic 
development funds for the same projects and do not 
distinguish among them in practice. In fact, much of 
the economic development assistance goes for public 
facilities. 
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.. · 'But.: lftle inconsistent standards., ~uplicative require­
ments and other problems caused by having COJ'Q11)un.ity and 
economic development pr~grams in different ~9encies 
would persist. %n fact, t.his option would worsen it by 
pulling economic development out of two agencies where 
.t. t J.s combined with COlOlOUni.ty development U'loBA 4\nd BOD) • 

• ·aft: Xt would be Dore ~·ifficult t.o consolidate develop­
Jnent planning assistance or strea.rnline rural cOJOI'!)unity 
facilities programs • 

Other Alternatives Considered 

(a) Seek procedural change only: Some of the problems 
with Federal development prog.rams could be relieved 
through better coordination and detailed procedural 
changes. In fact, the Interag.ency Coordinating Council 
ha's already made a start in this direction. Even if 
the .reforms .proposed above were adopted, this mechanism 
would still be needed to coord.inate the numerous 
agencies and programs untouched by reorganization. 

... ~~ . -



::.-•. ~ ... =-~..::.~---· :-.. _---:·'_:··:.:.:....·-·. --
·, ,.,, 
:~---~ 
i; ~ 
='~-:~ 

. . 

! .4. 

! -. 

. ~ .. 

·. 

. ... 

;__----..;_·...;..._·" --·---~-_;.£•·...;.·"-...;.·...;.;-.-..· ..... - ~--~------· ---__:::__:. __ -~- - - ----'----'"·'·-~-- -·-- - . 

22 

~o rely on procedural coordination alone, however, 
seems unpromising.. A long history of previous 
.efforts to relieve program and organizational £rag­
mentation through procedural change and coordination 
demonstrates few lasting successes. 

(b) Create separate Departments of Urban and Rural 
Development: This option would place all cormnunity 
and econoi1\lc development programs for rural areas in 
Ag:riculture and all community and economic development 
programs for urban areas in HUD. It would appear to 
rural groups and: achieve some simplification. However, 
this option would be the most disruptive beca·use it 
would require that EDA a-nd CDBG each be split in two. 
It would rai·se programmatic problems because urban and · 
rural areas are interdependent and because many communi­
ties, as their demograhic·s change, would have to shift 
from one agency to another for f.unding. 

(c) Create a broader Departmen.t of Development Assistance: 
A number of ,ther programs would fit well wit·hin the 
DDA concept and may be candid'ates for eventual inclusion. 
Because they are politically unfeasible or because 
their 1 inks to the a.gencies in which they now reside are 
too substantial to disturb, we have not included them 
in ·Option 1. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Employment and Training Administration (La·bor) 

Highway and Transit Programs (Transportation) 

Wastewater 'l'rea.tment Construction Gran.t Program (EPA) 

Veterans Administration Housing Programs 
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XI.~.· Food and ·-wutri tion 

·our food system is big, complex, and constantly chang.ing. 
'l'hese changes r~.flact trends in conswner habits, advancing 
technology, gro-;·d.ng knowledge of the relationships be.tween 
diet and health 1 and. changing worl~ economic conditions. By 
historical standards the food system has performed well. · But 
new problems and new standards for evaluating the system are 
emerging • 

We now expect t·h.e food system to help meet national health 
goals, aid in wo:c:ld diploma~y, contribute to wise resource 
use, and hel.p meet other domestic and international needs. 
~he current organizational structure of t.he Federal Government 
does not deal adequately with these new expectations and the 
conflicts that surround them. 

The conflicts in the food system are manyJ farm prices versus 
retail prices, processing costs versus food safety, product 
promotion versu-s nutrition information, resource use versus 
resource preservation, and food aid and foreign trade versus 
domestic supplies and costs. Each of these conflicts must be 
dealt with in forging a food policy. Dealing with t·hem is 
difficult under the best of circumstances. But the current 
organizational structure tends to make matters worse. Cabinet 
and independent agencies tend to be organized (or at leas-t 
viewed as organ•ized) around clienteles that are on one side or 
the other in these conflicts. This polarizes views on specific 
issues, invites extreme arguments, and impedes objective policy­
making. 

USDA has many food and nutrition programs; so does HEW. But 
neither has effectively represented the consumer in developing 
a food and nutrition policy. As a result, we have a weak policy 
(some. would say no policy at all) and even minor program contro­
versies sometimes rise to theWhite Bouse for resolution. 

Nutrition research, education, and surveillance are scattered 
throughout USDA and HEW and o.ther Federal organizations. There 
is currently no place within the Federal Government where these 
important nutrition activities a-re integrated to develop more 
consistent and effective Federal prog.rams. The Federal nutrition 
effort has been criticized as follows: 

• 

• 

It is unresponsive to consumer concerns and long­
term public needs. 

It has low s-tatus and visibility in the Federal 
Government. 
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It has limited accountability in terms of technical 
accuracy and appropriateness, as well as measures 
of effectiveness. 

'!'here is poor coordination among organizations 
conducting nutrition-related activities • 

Various Proposals Considered 

BecausE!!' of the need for more consistent national food and 
nut.1:ition policy, we are considering proposals to increase the 
emphasis on nutrition research and policy in the Department 
of A~ricul~ure. Specific organizational changes under 
con~;J..-:.:ier.:itv:m are: 

0 

0 

0 

Change the name of USDA to the Department of 
Food and Agriculture ODFAl 

Clarify the following authorities and responsibilities 
between ·DFA an_d HEW: 

nutr i t'ion research 

nutrition surve.illance, and 

nutrition education 

Transfer to DFA the fish and wildlife services 
division of fisheries research in Interior, this 
would increase DFA's ability to develop and promote 
fresh water fish production and marketing. 

Leave in DFA the child feeding and nutrition education 
programs rather than trans·fer them to the new 
Department of Education. · 

We have also con;sidered the following programs but have 
tenta-tively decided against recommending. them for transfer: 

'! ..... 
..... ... . ... . 
:;: ;_·;::·. ~-

FDA's Bureau of Foods, presently in HEW 

The alcohol labelling authority, presently in 
Treasury's Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 

Various fisheries and aquaculture programs in NOAA. 
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;1!-:t~ancing consumer and nutrition functions in a se.parate and 
.. ,_:leu:d.y identifiable. unit .in. a Department of Food and Agri­
·""=ul '(;n:re has the following advantages: · 

Permit conflicts between food and nutrition policy 
and commercial agriculture (over food safety, price, 
labelling, chemical additives, etc.) to be worked 
out wi.~b!n ·.a, department • .. ,_ 

Provide.· a c~ose relationship between nutrition research 
and farm production 6ecisions. 

Give the Secretary of the DFA greater balance among 
his prod~cti~n an~ consumer constituency groups. 

Provide- a strong 'Cabinet voice for a national food 
and· nutrition policy. 

Some of th.e disadvantages of this proposal are as .follows: 

Despite the internal reorganization suggested above, 
there is concern that USDA's strong commodity and 
production interest will overwhelm consumer-oriented 
food and nutrition ac.tivities. 

HEW ma-y be a more appropriate lead a,gency . for nutrition: 
policy because of the relationship between nutrition 
research and education and other health research and 
promotion ac.tivity within the department • 

USDA's conserva•tive grower constituency may strongly 
object to any increased empha:sis on nutrition programs 
in the Department of Agriculture. 

• 
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... - ·--~-

n. Department of Commero!. 

Ao wrhe Problem 

OUr study of econom.ic policymaldng 'in the Executive 
Branch has pinpointed critical deficienc!es in our a:bility to 
effectively promote trade £nd 'lo perform qua.lity mi.croeconoDlic 
(sectoral) analysis. In· !:>oth ,~reas, program tr~gl1)entation .b 
a Jnajor cause of the problezn. ~he%·e has a.lso been ·widespread 
comment that the disparate and unrelated activities· o~·the 
Commerce Department today hindar its effectiveness beca.use of ~ 
lack of organizational fo\.!us.. F.xh.ibit X describes the ,edere_l · 
trade, econorn·ic and business a·ssista.nc.-:: pro~rams ~na Exhibit XI 
depicts the .o~ganizational f.:r~groentati • .Jn • 

• Strong sectoral analysis ·is not av"ilable for 
decisionma·king. 

No one agency ha:s the tools to analyze sectors of t:he 
economy. Although the Council on Wage and Price 
Stability is assembling a temporary staff to JDQnitor 
t·he ac-tivities of about 4·00 ·~arge firms for the •nti­
inflation program, no permanent center exists. 
Resources are scattered across the. government devotea 
to particular industries and prob!lems. Their work is 
uncoordinated, leaving large_ gaps in covera.ge r .little 
capacity to anticipate future problems (such a.s JUa.terial 
shortages), and little ability to target resources on 
particular problems (such as the i!Qpact of government 
regulation in specific industries). · 

; 

.... . ..._....~·-· 
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Federal trade machinery lacks leadership and consistency • 

No one official can provide l.eade\~ahlp in trade poli:cy, 
set priorities or deal effect:he~~·.; 41ith trad~ing authori~ 
ties of other nations •. In fac~~, £ederal agencies often 
work at cross purposes. Xn Ol~'-~ c:..s.~ l for exaJUple, the 
STR was negotiating orderly ma.ck(~ ..:iz'lg: arrangements on 
color televisions with J~an 1';-ihiJ_,;~ 'l':!:'easury was in 
the process of developing ant.~~.-dum:;d.:ag duties.. In 
another case, ·'J'reasury was wv.c:::t: 1":: -~' protect the 
American steel industry from .;i.n~r,;.,:<~!;; :.ng imports, while 
the Export-Import Bank was negot.L::! .. ;.:1g to finance sales 
to Trinidad and Tobago o-f sb:~el 1ni:l ·:. equipment to 
produce steel exports ~estinetl fo~ ·:--che u .. s. marke't. · 

Business services ·are provid,~d ~.ij',__.'~i·:'rer·~!_-~~~cies .. 
which duplicate services and co.m;pe'c~ with eac'-'1 other • 

. The system is wastef.ul, with hundreds of duplicative 
field office personnel. ·xt is also confusing to 
busine~ssmen, who must cope wit'h the Small Business 
Adminis-tration, the Office of Minority Business 
Enterprise, or the Industry and Tr.ade Administration 
(·.Commerce) depending on the nature of the problem and 
where the funds are available. 

The case for improving economic pol.icymaking capacities 
of the Executive Branch must be examined in the context of the 
other reorg.anization options discus~sed earlier. The effect of 
es.tablishing the Departments of Natural Resources and Develop­
ment Assistance, is to remove about half the Department of 
Commerce staff and bu.dget. Our natural resources, local develop­
ment, and economic policymaking studies converge to require a 
careful reexamination of the future of the Department of Commerce. 

We have completed sufficient analysis to identify several 
credible Commerce Department option~s.. Each has pros and cons -­
substantive and political. None, however, has been suf~iciently 
explored with.in the Executive Branch or with Congress and 
interest groups to warrant a recommendation now. We plan to 
review each of these options intensive.ly over the next several 
weeks. We will have a recommendation regarding the ·: .. 

--- ... . ... . .. .... 
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Commerce Department by the end of January. '!'he following 
options are under consideration: 

.l.. 

2. 

3 .. 

. ;. 

Departmen·t of Commerce and 'l'rade 

A new Depa:t'boent of Commerce and '!'rade (D~l', would 
build on th.e present Department of Commerce (except 
for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric .Administra­
tion and t:l~;~ non-trade related functions of the 
Economic Development Administration). It would 
include the Speci31 Trade Representative (now in the 
Executive O.i.fice of the President), the Small Business 
Administration, two independent ag.encies (the Export­
Import Ban·k and the Int-ernational Trade Commission), 
and· functions from t.he '!'reasu.l.·y, State and Interior 
Departments (such as sectoral analysis, anti-dumping 
and countervailing duties, and commercial attaches). 

Department of Trade and Economic Development 

Should you decide to separate community development 
and economic development and make Commerce the 
economic development agency, you JOight also decide 
to enhance Commerce a.s a trade agency.. These decisions 
would result in creatins a. Department of Trade and 
Economic Development, 

~etain the Commerce Department a·s is 

Better coordina.tion of functions could be accomplished 
through an Executive order establishing a.ppropriate 
coordination mechan·isms. For example, the Interagency 
Trade Policy Committee chaired by the Special Trade 
Representative, could be. given expanded authority 
within the Executive Branch.. Without its public works 
and oceans and weather responsibilities, the Oepartroent 
could focus on its business policy functions iind 
traditional corporate constituency. 

·11. ·, - • 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

Januacy 11, 1979 

SUBJEX::'r: Reorganization.- Developnent Assistance 

'ro: Harrison Wellford 
Lym Daft 

Yesterday th~ Secretary asked' that the President be given an option 
that \\Ould build eooncmic and' cxmnunity developnent programs on 
existing programs in HUD' and USI!lA. This rne.rrorandum represents the 
rationale behind the Secreta.J:y,'s request. 

The case for a department of devel:opnent ass~tance 
(Option ll rests primarily upon argummts for linking 
eooncrnic and cx:mmmity develo~t assistance, and for 
lodging urban and rural developnent .program in the 
sane organizational entity. 

The present Option 2 consolidates eooncmic developrent 
programs in ~rce and leaves cx:mnunity developnent 
programs for rural carmunities in USDA and for urban 
areas in HUD. This violates both the basic argurrents 
that provide the justification for a departm:mt of 
developrent assistance. 

The missing option is to keep all economic and ccmmmity 
developnent assistance ainv:!d at urban areas together and 
all such assistance ained at rural areas together. This 
preserves the argumentsfor linking eoonc:m:i:c and cx:mnunity 
developnent but rejects those for lodging urban and rural 
programs in the same organizational entity • 

Actually, the proposed departm:mt of devel~t assistance 
'WQuld '"establish organizational representation for urban and 
rural responsibilities and· provide for the special delivery 
system needs of small towns and rural areas." Thus, the only 
question of substance between th±s option and one that has 
all rural developnent assistance in one de~n·t and all 
urban assistance in another is: Can one de~nt better 
coordinate than~? ' 

An option for separate rural and urban developrent pr<;>grams clearly 
is trore p:>litically feasible than one developrent option. 
The option for an econanic developnent organization separate 
fran· t\\10 cx:mnunity developtent organizations may be even more 
salable fran a political standp:>int. Unfortunately, this 
latter option destroys the argurents for linking eoonanic and 
ocmnunity developm:mt assistance. 
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There is, therefo~:e, a clear series of Ch:>ices: one organization 
for develop:rent assistance (that, as proposed, includes ally 
sc::ue of the federal government developrent assistance programs) , 
that can be supported by strong a.rgl.lrents on oonceptual and 
theoretical grounds (sane theoreticians disagree) but is weak 
on practical and political grotmds; a o;.o-organization devel~ 
m:mt assistance thrust (urban and rural) , that is weaker on 
conceptual and theoretical grounds but stronger on practical and 
political grounds; and a three- organization develop:nent assistance 
thrust that may be the ITDst politically feasible option, but 
tha~ violates alm:>st all the substantive CU'g\lll'ents for reorganization. 

BOWARD i-. BJOU'r. 

HCMARD W. HJORI' 
Director of Ea:manics, Policy 

Analysis and Budget 

Attachtrent 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SFCRF.TI\RV 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

January 10, .1.979 

Melrorandum for Harrison Wellford 

I talked with Kay today after she talked with you about cite option 
of .allocating developnent authorities to either UDSA or HUD, and 
then talked with Bob Bergland. 

The Secretary would like to have the President have the choice of 
such an option in addition to the DDA and the I:X::ED options·. 

Language that oould be inserted on page 20 is a.ttachcd. In addition, 
•On page 25 the foll<:Ming should be inserted between the DDA and the · 
DCED options: 

---- yes, build eoonanic and cx::mnun_ity developrent programs 
on existing programs in HUD and USDA and pursue the 
associated program reforms. 

A oouple other proiX>sed changes: 

Page 13, last line, should read "The FrnHA has. 46 State offices, 
280 district offices, and 1,883 oounty offices." 

Page 14, 2nd line of 2nd para, should read: "For example, 
although USDA has the rural developrent lead, and major 
rural developrent loan .programs, 75 percent of the rural 
developnent grant funds are in BUD and camterce." 

The entire last para on page 22 should be deleted. 

·•. 

.. 

The Secretary and I would greatly appreciate yoW!' making these changes. 
We apologize for the lateness. · 



option 2: Strengthen Existing Ecc:>l'lQnic .:mel Cotnrunity Developnent 
Programs in IR.JD and USDA. '!his option \110Uld place all cxmnuni.ty am 
eoonc:mic developrent programs for rural areas in 1\griculture and all 
camrunity and eoonanic developnent programs for urban areas in llUD. 
Although this does not have the organizational advantage of consolidating 
all developnent programs of ferecl by Option 1, it does have other practical ~ 
advantages. ~t does not involve creation of a new departJrent. -It 
pennits housing and developnent programs, often integrally related, to 
be kept together. It penni ts developnent programs for ·rural areas to be 
built around the existing USDA delivery systan of county and district 
offices, thereby overcaning a major problen which ~uld confront a new 
Department of Developrent Assistance. J.breover, consolid<ltion of dcvel<>prent 
programs for rural areas with existing USDl\ programs would ~rmit savings 
in employment of approximately 3,000 (X>sitions. 

Finally, such a nove \\10\:lld appeal to rural-urban groups and would be 
much more likely to be accepted by Congress. 

However, this option, by dividing authority' for urban and rural developnent 
be~en HUD am USDA. would require that EDA, CDBG and the National 
Developnent Bank be divided arrong the ~ departlllcnts. Progranmatic 
problens, such as changing. drnographics which shift catl11UJ1ities fran the 
jurisdiction of one agency to another for ftmding, may be resolved 
administratively. 

o Organizational Changes 

The exparrled urban developnent programs in HUD ~uld absorb the 
following Federal program activities: 

Current Agency 

Camerae 

SBA 

Programs 

All EDA programs 
for ~retrop::>li tan 
areas 

501 .and 502 programs 
(loans to State and 
lbcal developnent 
canpanies) 

The exparrled rural developocmt programs in USD1\ "--uld absorb the 
following Federal program activities: 

HUD 

1\11 EDl\ programs for 
non-~tror,olitan 
areas 

Non-rrctror::ol itan 
share of CDnG; housing 
programs for rural 
areas; plvnning grants 
for oon-~retropolitan areas. 



.. 
Like Option 1, the option would pcrnut consolidation of Federal 

econanic programs with Federal programs assisting the dcvelopncnt of 
ccmmmi:ty intrastrocture. This Option would recognize the different 
problemS faced in delivering Federal assistance to rural areas by dividing 

. existing assistance programs into two distinct parts with appropriate 
delivecy systans and with different eligibility requirerents. 

Advantages 

o This option would maintain links between Federal eroncmic developnent, 
cxmnunity developnent, and housing assistance programs. 

o This option would not require the establishment of a new department 
or agency, but 'WOUld be built on the structure and strengths of existing 
organizations. · 

o This option would facilitate the developrent and administration of coherent 
rural and urban developrent policies. 

o This option would result in consolidation and stmplification of 
programs ~ch would pexmdt a reduction of 3,000 positions. 

o '!his option wculd be ITDst likely to be accepted by Congress. 

pisadvan~ges 

o 'Ibis option would not penni t total consolidation of developnent 
assistance programs in one department. 

o This option would require that the National Developn:!nt Bank, IDA 
programs and lRJD' s CDBG and planning grants programs be divided into 
metropolitan arrl non-metropolitan canponents .• 

o Changes in derrographics couJ:d result in shifting conmunities fran the 
jurisdiction of one agency to another. 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

MEMJRANDUM FOR: Jarres T. Mcintyre, J.r. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 

SUBJECT: Additional Reorganization Option 

January 12, 1979 

As you know, the Secretary is at heme recovering fran an injury. The 
enclosed letter has been discussed with the Secretary and reflects 
his views on the matter. He has asked that although it is unsigned, it 
should be regarded as a response directly fran him. 

Howard W. Hjort 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

MEM:>RANDUM FOR: James T. Mcintyre, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 

SURJEX::I': ·Additional Reorganization Option 

This is in response to your request for c::cmrents tcx'lay on a new "Option 
3". This option would' "consolidate development assistance to State and 
local governments in a Department of Development Assistance, and assistance 
to business in a Department of Trade and' Business Developnent. " 

·This option suffers fran a deficiency which I consider to be severe and 
which I have discussed before. While this option improves program 
coordination in Washington and offers easier access to assistance for 
groups which deal directly with Washington, it fails to recognize, or to 
give sufficient weight to, the fact that small cx:mnunities across the 
country do not have convenient access to Washington or to major regional 
centers. Much of the developnent assistance these small camnmi ties 
obtam fran Federal sources, ooth econanic developnent assistance and 
assistance for essential community facilities, is obtained through a 
network of multi-county district offices maintained by the Department of 
Agriculture. · 

If the practical problems of delivering .assistance in small highly­
tailored packages to these thousands of small ccmnunities is to be given 
equal weight with the conveniences of improved coordination in t·Jashington, 
then it is imperative that this existing network of multi-county offices 
be sanehCM maintained to deliver ooth econanic development assistance 
and other carrnunity developnent assistance to these small camn.mities. 
This is essential irrespective of the option selected by the President. 
Besides preserving sane likelihood that econanic and ccmnun.ity developrent 
assistance will continue to be coordinated at the local level, a value 
which Option 3" minimizes., delivery of both kinds of assistance through 
these offices is the only approach which can continue to offer small 
communities assistance at a level to which they have convenient access. 

My concern with this issue extends beyond this particular option. The 
chief reservation I have had with the various draft mem::>randa for the 
President is the increasing focus up:m structural reform of Federal programs 
in Washington. In fact, relatively little of the actual operation of 
Federal programs is perfonned in Washington. This is particularly true 
with respect to Federal programs for managing national resources, assisting 
econcmic and catiTllUlity developnent, and providing for the nutrition of 
people both here and abroad. I am afraid that in pursuing improved 
organization structures far too little attention has been given to the 
program delivery systan. And after all, a coordinated delivery systan 
at the point where the services and benefits are delivered to program 
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recipients is the key to efficiency and effectiveness. 

It is for this reason that I have strongly reccmnended the inclusion ·Of 
an option which \\10\lld pennit delivery of developnent assistance to urban 
and rural carmunities through separate channels:. The network of nulti­
county offices in the Fanrers Hane Administration delivery system is 
superior for several reasons. It has facilitated coordination of 
developnent efforts at the local level; ensured the accanplislTnent of 
Federal obj~tives; and permitted the kind of close oversight that has 
minimized fraud. And nost important, it offers assistance to small 
crnmunities at a level to which they have oonvenient access. 

I do not think that the political i.rcportance of this last point can be 
over-emphasized. This netl-Jork of district offices has made Federal 
assistance programs relevant to rural businessmen and to officials of 
rural oounties and ccmnunities across the oounty. Without the access 
to Federal programs which these offices provide many small CXJmiLl!lities 
\\10\lld be 'isoilated fran the benefits of these programs. Many members of 
Congress are aware of this and concerned about it. 

This new option should, no doubt, be anong those options presented to the 
President. But I am trusting you to see to it that the President also 
has the opportunity to consider the option which I have reccmnended. 
It is, I think, best designed to provide effective and efficient delivery 
of econanic and ccmnuni. ty developnent assistance keyed to the needs of 
the recipient ccmnuni ties. 



DEPARTMENT OF AG'RICUL TURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.c. 20280 

January 9 • 1979 

SUBJECT: Reorganization· 

· TO:·- ~ ~-. James:Jf'. Mcintyre, Jr. 
Director· 

·-~·-Ofrie~~agement . and Budget 

I received this.moming the draft memorandum for the President on the 
Administration's position on the Department of Education bill for this 
year. My response is directed to you because any such recommendations 
clearly· should' be coordinated and integrated' with the Presidential 
decision memorandum on other proposals (natural resources, economic 
development, food and nutrition) scheduled to go to• the President today 
or tomorrow. 

l strongly. contend that,. for. consistency with the memorandum on other 
proposals.. no transfer of nutrition programs should· be contemplated, and 
that: I should not be placed in the position-of receiving recommendations 
(from whatever level) that would recommend or even suggest transfer of 
nutritionprograms from.theDepartment ofAgriculture. Further, I 
strongly.recommendthat this matter be settled in the memorandum on other 
reorganization proposals. 

Specifically, I recommend that. on page 27 of the draft Memorandum for 
the President on "Reorganization 1979," the first decision item be changed 
to read: · "(1} Designate USDA as the lead agency for nutrition policy,. 
and~ retain and strengthen within USDA thechildnutritionprograms 
(including the· Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and 
Children; nutrition education. activities; National School Lunch Program; 
School Breakfast Program; Special Milk Program; Child Care Food Program; 
Summer Food' Service Program)· and the· nutrition research, surveillance 
and. related programs and activities in the food and· nutri.tion· area." 

As already indicated to· you,_ l concur in· the second decision item on page 
27 •. l strongz.·y commend that both of these decision items (with the 
changes recomme· edhere) be included in the Presidential decision· memorandum. 

Please call m ·if there are any questions. 

/' 
~~· c:::::::::M'AJ lt£} 

BOB BERGLAND 
Secretary 

···-~--=-- : --- . ·' ....... · .· 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL.TURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

SUBJB:T: Draft Reorganization Mem:>randl.m 

'10: James T. Mcintyre; Jr., 
Director 
Office of Managanent, and: Budget 

ADMlNISTRATIVELY 
CONFIDENTIAL 

January "'2, 197° 

As you requested', I have read tbe draft :msoorandum on the four recn:ganization 
pro~ls, three c·E which involve substantial elanents of the Department 
of qiculture. I would like to offer sane observations and suggestials. 
which I believe should be· taken into consideration in presenting. these 
optiOns to the President and in developinc:i the- strategy for presenting 
prop:lSB1 s to the Congress. 

Without regard to the merits- of any· of the four' recn:ganization- proposals,. 
I very, sttPngly advise that not 100re than one of these be before the 
Congress at any time. Despite the- Ulogic and duplication mherent in 
the current executive-branch cm;anization in these four areas, it is not 
by- accident or neglect that these pJ:Ograms are arrayed and scattered as 
they are. Stmnq interests stand behind these programs, and stand 
behind having them where- they are.. Generally, supporters, of these 
programs ,believe that the· present alignment of organizations _and' authorities 
is mst coniucive to administration of these programs in a manner sympathetic 
to• a:nd supportive of· their am objectives. 

In this: sitllation there- cannot be realistic hope for approval of any- of 
these pro{X')Sal s uril.ess the President lrlmself is able: to devote, substantial 
time and effort to- pranoting their acceptance. I can recall fran my 
experience as a menber of Congress at the time a canprehensive· reorganization 
was, proposed by the Nixon Adm:inistration that a major factor in their 
failure to obtain significant support even among. their own party was the 
President's inability to becxme personally involved in the reoxganization 
effort. In uv::>re than. a few cases, manbers of Congress may be acting 
against thejr own political interests. in supporting reorganization. 
This support will not be- had without the President's extensive, personal 
involvenent, and I do not believe that the President. can adequately 
attend to Inelre than one of these proposals at one time. 

M:>reover,. by addressing these proposals singly we are less JJkely to -lose 
them owing to confusion, anong ~- of Congress or owing to a coalescing 
of otheiwise- heterogenous interests. who have no· c:amon born beyond. 
opposition to a change in the status que. 

I realize that each of these proposals is an integral canponent of a 
sensible, cauprehensive reorganization plan which is best seen in its 
entirety,. ani. that departments which lose sane functions in one cx:arp:>nent 
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of the reorganization are likely to gain. others in another. But the· 
opposition to recmJanization will nOt be based on the merits· of the 
larger reorganization plan,. nor on. whether particular executive departments 
and agencies gain or lose by it. Rather the opposition will be· based on 
:narrOw. issues . and na.r::t"CM interests, and we· st.ard ·a. better chance· of 
succeed:i.nq if we ayoid giving' these mu:row interests an opport:lmity to 
rally tOgether. 

Natural 'Resources 

With respect to· the proposal for. reograniza.tion of natural resources 
programs, I agree that agencies with responsibilities. for. managanent of 
public lands' should be canb:ined. Specifically,. I agree that there· is no­
justification for maintaining separately the Forest Sel:vice and the' 
Bureau of LaiXi Management. · ~ preference is that national forests and 
other federal lands not be, placEd in a setting in \\hlch their contribution 
to. national productivity is dimin±shed. In ·any event, I strongly recc:rrrreiXl 
that a new public lams manaqanent agency be built. around the Forest 
sel:vice,. by having the Forest Service. absorb other land managenent 
functions,. so that the .identity of that agency is presexved intact to 
the maxmun extent. '!he. Forest Service· is one of the best managed 
agencies of the federal gov~t; it has an outst:anc1in:J recmitm:mt 
and training' progxam arid an 1musnal esprit de axps •. These qualities. 
can best be preserved in the· new agency by a.ll.owii¥J Forest Service to 
absa:b the BrM and: other land manaqanent progra111s. 

I 'WOUld· also urge that water policy develqment and planning be placed 
in· a single agency. The present fragnented authorities' preclude developrent ,. 
of a· coherent water policy;.. AgriCUlture· acxn.mts. for almost half· of 
water withdrawn fraa the ql:CUid·· an::l the. surface, and accounts for over 
SO percent of water consumed. It is, therefore, of. vital jmport:ance to 
the nation's agriculture to encoorage the developrent of a canprehensive 
water policy and water use plans. · I also agree., however, with the wi.sdan 
of keepilq the responsibility for· construction in. the agencies. presently 
with those responsibilities •. 

Devel.opnent Assist:ance! 

First,. I believe it is essential to keep prograutS for funding :plblic 
facilities tied to bJsiness; assistance ~ams. Econanic developrent, 
particularly in rural areas, is dependent on the quality and availabi'l ity 
of essential ccmmmity facilities such as water systans., waste treatirent 
plants, and fire prot:ect:ion. Efforts at pn-el.y econanic developnent in 
oarm.mities which lack these facilities. can hardly be ecpected· to succeed. 
In the· interest of coordinated develqment planning and assistance, it 
is jmportant to keep these programs together. Efforts. at creating a 
Department of camnerce and· Ec:onanic Developnent ignores, this necessity. · 

Secon:i;.. it is· imperative to recognize that federal assistance programs 
intended· to aid rural <Xl\'11Ulilities must be organized differently f:mn 
those ajmed at urban areas. M:>st major cities have sophisticated planninq 
offices, water and waste treatment camdssions., highway departments, 
public housing boards, and the like, able to work directly with federal 

. departments in washington or in reqional offices. 'l'hese mmicipal 
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lx:ards. and cxmnissions have the capability .to. take federal assistance programs 
directly fran Wash.inqton, tai 1 or them to particular local needs, and apply 
thEm directly to. local. problems. 

Rural oc:mmmities, by and large, do not have this capability. In order for 
rural cxmmmities to make. use· of federal assistance, it ItUSt ·be made· available 
to· them at levels to which they have cxmvenient access •. My own experience, 
both in the COngress and: the cabinet,. with attempts to adininister economic 
develq::rnent programs. for rural areas out of regional offices is a.J.nDst unifoxmly 
bad. It is silrply not feasible· to run effective rural devel.opnent programs. 
out of: thirty or forty big cities. 

Last year we began. a reorganization of the Faxrrers Bane Administration which 
will consolidate rE:SfOilSibility for rural develq:nent assistance pxograms: in 
multi-county district offices. The boundaries of these districts are contel:minous 
with ·existing state econanic develO};:Il'lel'lt districts. We have retained' in our 
ccnmty offices only fa.cn. and housing programs. I w:>uld strongly· urge that any 
reorganization plan incorporate these nulti~ty district offices which we 
have in place, as being the pr:i.Jrary delivery systen for rural areas. The dis­
uantlinq of the· delivery system. 'NOUld seriously inpair the ability of snaller 
cxmm.mities to obtain cxauprehensive assistance • 

. Ebod and NutritiOn 

Of the three parts· of the reorganization plan substantially affecting usm, the 
proposal for food. and nutrition is least well developed and is not, in my 
opinion,. ready for presentation to the President. While _lie have continually 
encouraged the· reorganization project leaders to develop reorganization plans 
for food and agriculture at the· sane time as those for: reSources and develop­
ment, I do not believe that the scope of the fi:xxl and agriculture plan is 
sufficiently l::road;. - · 

First, the discussion is~ bound: by either a parochial or outdated concept 
of· the role· of agriculture and· food in international affairs. u.s .. agriculture 
is·. an integral part of the· w:>rld ecoilCit¥. OUr agricultural o::xn1odity programs 
are predicated upon strong export markets. The prices our farmers receive 
for their products are heavily affected by \\Orld supplies.. Sales of u.s. 
fann. products make up a· major part of our revenue in intemational trade, 
and can be expected to becane still. IrDre' ~t in the future. As. a · 
whole; u.s. agriculture has a· greater stake in w:>rld trade than perhaps any 
other u.s. industry, yet __ barriers to agricultural trade· have historically been 
relegated to the back burner in intematiorial trade negotatiOris. l"bi'e 
attention needs' to. be given· in this proposal to ~idating authorities for 
pLalotion of trade in agricultural px:oducts with ~t1t:tes tor control ana 
developrent of. agricultural production. 

In tbe· conteXt of aid and developrent assistance to foreign oountries, fcxxi · 
and. agriculture is of paranount importance. The first imperative facing 
the governments of least developed oountries, and the· governments of 
sene of the·nost populous oountries, is. assuring.· their citizens of an 
adequate diet in the short-tet:m, and developing .. a greater capacity to 
feed themselves over the long-tetm. Nonetheless, authorities for 
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designing and delivering these crucial' nutritional assistance and agri­
cultural developnent programs- are spread aver a great number of agencies, 
sane of which appear to have cml.y peripheral involvement and· few of 
which have the capacity or expertise to make any contribution to the 
·operation of these, programs. If we,. as a: govez:nment,. are to deliver on 
the· food aid cxmnitments which we have made, and which President. Carter 
has personally oonfil:med and exparxled, then we.IlUlSt give nore attention 
to the IllOde of organization through which· these pranises can be efficiently 
and effectively realized. utilizing. the expertise and capacity of a 
Department of Food. and Agriculture. 

Finally, I believe the jmpress±oo of the reorganization task force as to 
the extent to which the Department of Agriculture is the captive of 
producer groups needs to be addressed. ret me assure you that we 
continually make decisions, which a.ppxopriately balance the interests of 
producers, taxpayers. and· consurrers: in·. providing an· adequate· supply of 
wholesane, nutritious food· to all segments of our population at prices 
that are fair to all segments of the industcy. In the long-term, I 
believe it will inevitably be necessary to affect. a· IrOre canplete 
consolidation of food production-food safety functions than this proposal 
suggests. As a practical matter, however, I recognize the· opposition 
to such a move rDI1, and'· r agree no proposal should· be made now to 
consolidate all food safety programs into a Department of Food and . . 



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



